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The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We are thankful, O God, for our tra-
ditions, those guidelines of life that
help direct our way and remind us of
the paths of those who have gone be-
fore. We are grateful for the rich his-
tory of our Nation and the ideals of our
Founders. We pray, gracious God, that
we are worthy of the responsibilities
we have in our day and faithful to our
traditions that justice will flow down
as waters and righteousness like an
ever-flowing stream. This is our ear-
nest prayer. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman

from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] will
lead the membership in the Pledge of
Allegiance.

Mrs. ROUKEMA led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
The SPEAKER. There will be fifteen

1-minutes on each side.
f

DEMOCRATS NOT COMMITTED TO
SAVING MEDICARE

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, it
occurs to me that liberal Democrats
work feverishly at nothing. At times
they seem all bent out of shape and ex-
ercised beyond belief. It is truly a spec-
tacle to behold. They cry and whine,
and whine and cry, but they have pro-
posed not one, not even one, idea to
preserve Medicare or Medicaid.

To illustrate my point, this weekend,
liberal Democrats will start a series of
mock hearings on Medicare. Or should
I say fake hearings—as opposed to the
dozens of real hearings Congress has
held since the release of the Medicare
trustees report last April.

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting that Demo-
crats would hold fake hearings because
that really gets to the heart of their
commitment level to saving and
strengthening Medicare.

They would rather pose and posture
at a fake hearing than come up with
real solutions in the real Congress.

f

WHY ARE REPUBLICANS AFRAID
TO DEBATE THEIR MEDICARE
PLAN?

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, why are
the Republicans so afraid to debate
their plan on Medicare?

So far this year, we have had 28 days
of Whitewater hearings. We have had 2
weeks of hearings on Waco and Ruby
Ridge.

Yet, when it comes to deciding the
future of a program that affects every
single American family, they could
only find time for 1 day of hearings.

But I suppose if I had a plan that
doubled premiums to $100, took away
the choice of doctors, and cut benefits
just to pay for tax breaks for the
wealthy, I would keep it hidden, too.

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve better. They deserve at least 4
weeks of debate on Medicare.

The Republicans are trying to steam-
roll their Medicare plan through this
House. I think the American people
have a right to ask: what are the Re-
publicans trying to hide?

f

MEDISCARE

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, here
we are two speeches into the day, and
we are already hearing the Democrat
Mediscare standard, boiler plate
speech. We do not necessarily expect to
have their help. It would be nice. Some
of the Democrats are in the debate, and
it is very good.

Let us just move away from the par-
tisanship, move to an outside party.
What does the Washington Post say?
The Republican Party is anathema to
the Washington Post. It would be the
equivalent of a Georgia graduate say-
ing something complimentary about
Georgia Tech. So what does the Wash-
ington Post say about the Republican
plan? Here is an editorial page, Sep-
tember 15; it talks about how great the
plan is. I can get anybody who wants a
copy of that. How do they describe
Democrat Mediscare? Crummy stuff,
demagoguery, big time scare tactics,
expostulation, some kind of fancy
Washington word, irresponsible.

What do they call the Republican
plan? Remember, this comes from the
Washington Post: Congressional Re-
publicans have confounded the skep-
tics; it is incredible; it is gutsy; it ad-
dresses a genuine problem that only is
going to get worse.

Ladies and gentlemen, that is coming
from the Washington Post. Maybe the
Democrats will get with the program.
Who knows.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9250 September 20, 1995
WHO SAYS IT IS NOT A CUT?

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in strong objec-
tion to the proposed Medicare cuts and
in objection to the propaganda we are
hearing from the Republicans on their
plan. It is not a cut. It is simple mathe-
matics.

The elderly served by Medicare are
growing, the population served. Thus,
increases in funding are needed to pro-
vide services for more people. If you
cut from the rate of growth, you either
have to push people out or you provide
them less services for what they are
paying. It is all too simple.

Yet the majority would have us be-
lieve the reductions in Medicare are
not cuts. Are we going back to the days
when seniors had to choose between
health care or food on their tables? Let
us be honest about it. By cutting a pro-
gram with a growing population, the
result will mean more rationing.
Health care will be rationed to those
who cannot afford to pay more out of
their pocket and will be asked to pay
more and more of their fixed incomes
or greatly lower their standard of liv-
ing for seniors.

Ask yourselves these questions: Do
you want poor seniors to pay more for
less service, choose between health
care or food? Do you want your elderly
relatives to have surgery in a hospital,
pushed to the brink of bankruptcy
from cuts in Medicare? Or do you want
a surgeon whose training has been re-
duced because of cuts in Medicare?

f

WHERE ARE THE DEMOCRATS?

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, for decades
Medicare has been a vital program that
has helped millions of Americans get
the medical care they need. Now, the
Republicans in Congress are working
for an even stronger Medicare system.
The Democrats, on the other hand, are
only offering scare tactics.

Here are the facts: Under the Repub-
lican plan, Medicare spending per bene-
ficiary will increase from $4,800 today
to $6,700 in the year 2002. Mr. Speaker,
there are no cuts. We are working on a
plan to save Medicare from bank-
ruptcy, while increasing benefits for
the seniors of America.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most
important issues that Congress will
face this year. Where are the Demo-
crats? The Republicans in Congress
have recognized this fact and have cho-
sen to tackle the problem head on. It is
our goal that Medicare remains strong
for today’s seniors and for generations
to come.

THE TAXPAYER BILL OF RIGHTS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, there
is a taxpayer bill of rights coming to
the floor. Let me say this: There can be
no real taxpayer bill of rights as long
as after it is all over a taxpayer is still
considered guilty in front of a tax
court. That is what is happening.

The IRS is successful once again.
They have killed it for years. They say
the major problem with the Traficant
bill is it is too costly and the Govern-
ment will lose too much revenue.

Let me ask this of all people here in
Washington, DC: If some bureaucrats
in a backroom would have scored the
Constitution, would we, in fact, have a
bill of rights today, ladies and gentle-
men? Grand juries are too costly, juries
are too expensive.

Let us tell it like it is. The Demo-
crats abandoned taxpayers on this
issue. In my opinion Democrats failed.
I am a Democrat.

Republicans have a chance to right a
major wrong. A taxpayer should be in-
nocent until proven guilty like any-
body else, and I should have a chance
to bring my bill in the form of an
amendment to that taxpayer bill of
rights.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BIF–SAIF BILL

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday, I introduced legislation that
will have a monumental impact on the
financial services industry and deposi-
tors. Its purpose is to provide a com-
prehensive reform of the deposit insur-
ance funds and will merge the bank and
thrift charters. This BIF–SAIF legisla-
tion reflects the hard work of a biparti-
san working group of the Financial In-
stitutions Subcommittee, which I
chair, that was developed over the last
several months.

Since the spring, the subcommittee
has held three hearings on BIF–SAIF.
The last of these hearings brought
forth strong support for a comprehen-
sive approach to the problem, which
this legislation being marked up today
represents.

In brief, the legislation provides a fi-
nancial solution to the problem of the
insurance funds similar to that pro-
posed by the administration. It
recapitalizes the SAIF and through the
use of a one-time special assessment of
SAIF members. It spreads the FICO
costs proportionately among all mem-
bers of the FDIC as of the date of en-
actment. In addition, it merges the
BIF–SAIF.

What is critical here, is that it goes
beyond the administration-sponsored
financial fix and merges the bank and
thrift charters on January 1, 1998, re-
quiring thrifts to convert to banks.

This legislation will have a monu-
mental impact on the financial serv-
ices industry and provides a com-
prehensive solution to a complex prob-
lem. This bill will ensure that we do
not see a repeat of the savings and loan
debacle of the 1980’s. It is a fair and
balanced approach that will prevent
the need for any future bailouts of the
thrift industry.

I urge my colleagues’ cosponsorship.
It is of vital concern to the banks the

S&L’s and the depositors and tax-
payers.

f

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS
ON CHANGES TO THE MEDICARE
SYSTEM

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, after
months of hiding their Medicare plan
from public view, House Republicans
are going to give the American people
a look, but, be careful not to blink—
you might miss it.

Republicans have announced that
they will only have a single day of
hearings to discuss their plan to radi-
cally dismantle the health care system
that serves 37 million American sen-
iors. So far this year, Republicans have
treated the public to weeks of politi-
cally-charged hearings on Whitewater,
Waco, and Ruby Ridge. But, when it
comes to the largest cut in the history
of Medicare, they cannot find the time
on the schedule.

So therefore, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the immediate consideration
in the House of House Resolution 221,
insisting that adequate time be set
aside for public hearings on changes to
the Medicare system proposed to be in-
cluded in the reconciliation bill. The
American people deserve open, and
thorough hearings on the GOP Medi-
care plan. Two hundred Democrats
have cosponsored a resolution calling
for 4 weeks of hearings. If Republicans
have nothing to hide, they should agree
to let the American people judge their
proposal on its merits.

Mr. GEKAS. Objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

KNOLLENBERG). Under the Speakers’
guidelines, the gentlewoman will not
be recognized, because that resolution
has been referred to the Committee on
Rules and not cleared for consider-
ation.

f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. DOGGETT. Why would a unani-
mous-consent request to permit the
immediate consideration of this resolu-
tion not be in order even if it has been
referred to a committee.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Speaker has announced the following
guidelines——

Mr. DOGGETT. This is an announce-
ment by Speaker GINGRICH?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. First by
Speaker O’Neill. It has been a contin-
ual policy. It has been the policy of the
Speakers. Let the Chair quote precisely
from section 757 of the Manual:

The Speaker has announced and enforced a
policy of conferring recognition for unani-
mous consent requests for the consideration
of unreported bills and resolutions only when
assured that the majority and minority floor
and committee leaderships have no objec-
tion.

Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry, the minority leadership
has been consulted. Every Democrat
has signed on to this proposal to allow
us additional time to consider the de-
tails of this Medicare plan, and my in-
quiry would be then if the Democratic
minority leadership has agreed to this,
it is only the Republican leadership
that wants to thwart a fair and open
hearing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not aware of clearance by all
necessary Members.

Mr. DOGGETT. All Democratic Mem-
bers have signed on to this resolution
and the ranking member.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, point of
order.

Mr. DOGGETT. The Democratic
membership here is indicating for fair
and open hearings.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is no longer asking for a par-
liamentary inquiry. He can draw his
own conclusions. The Chair has stated
the fact.

Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry, what procedure then
would be appropriate for a Member,
myself or a Member of our leadership,
the gentlewoman from Connecticut, to
present? What timing, what form
would be appropriate to present a
unanimous consent request so that we
could have a full hearing on Medicare
instead of just 1 day?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair must be aware of clearance by all
the necessary Members, as announced
in the Speaker’s policy.

b 1015

Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry then, Mr. Speaker.

If the Democrat leadership comes to
the floor of this House and announces
its desire to have this resolution con-
sidered immediately, will the unani-
mous-consent request be accepted at
that time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG). The Chair will repeat.
The Chair will not entertain that re-
quest according to the guidelines as a
matter of discretionary recognition.

Mr. DOGGETT. So, further par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

So a statement then on behalf of the
Democrat leadership by the minority
leader or by all members of the Demo-

crat Caucus that they request that this
unanimous-consent request for full and
complete Medicare hearings occur,
that would not be enough to get it en-
tertained here on the floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman understand the Chair’s
guidelines? They have been stated at
great length.

Mr. DOGGETT. If I understood it, I
would not be asking the further par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has referred to what is proper.
The leadership on both sides must con-
sent to this request, and they have to
clear this. It cannot be brought up in
this manner.

Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

Unless Speaker GINGRICH clears us
having more than 1 day of hearing, it
cannot occur. Is that the ruling of the
Chair?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ma-
jority floor leader and the chairman of
the Committee on Rules must clear
this request.

Mr. DOGGETT. So, unless the Repub-
lican chairman of the committee, Mr.
SOLOMON, and——

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, point of
order.

Mr. DOGGETT. We cannot take up a
full hearing.

f

ELIMINATING THE FRAUD AND
ABUSE WHICH RIDDLES MEDICAID

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, for
years the liberal Congresses have been
mandating States to spend billions of
dollars on programs. I know because I
served in the California State Legisla-
ture. One such program is Medicaid,
which now consumes nearly one-fifth of
our State’s budgets. This coupled with
the fact that $16 billion a year from
this program is lost to fraud and abuse
demonstrates the need for genuine re-
form.

Republicans know that more Wash-
ington bureaucracy is not the prescrip-
tion to save this program. That is why
the legislation which we are introduc-
ing will give more freedom to State
and local officials. And recipients need
not fear that they will lose benefits.
Our resolution will increase funding to
the States by 39 percent over the next
7 years.

Only by dismantling the oversized,
inefficient Washington bureaucracy
can we eliminate the fraud and abuse
which riddles Medicaid. Only by in-
creasing funding to the States can we
heal this ailing program.

f

WHAT’S GOOD FOR THE GOOSE

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
‘‘I am concerned that the scope, au-
thority and independence of the special
counsel will be limited by the guide-
lines the Ethics Committee has estab-
lished. The House of Representatives,
as well as the American public, deserve
an investigation which will uncover
the truth. At this moment, I am afraid
that the apparent restrictions placed
on this special counsel will not allow
the truth to be uncovered. The rules
normally applied by the Ethics Com-
mittee to an investigation of a typical
member are insufficient in an inves-
tigation of the Speaker of the House.
Clearly, this investigation has to meet
a higher standard of public account-
ability and integrity.’’

Prophetic words, indeed, Mr. Speak-
er.

These are the words of the current
Speaker of the House in 1988 referring
to the investigation of a former Speak-
er of this House.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I made
the point yesterday with precisely the
same speaker that it is out of order, ac-
cording to the House rules, to discuss a
matter that is pending before the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I wish to be heard on the point of
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the words, every single word except for
‘‘prophetic words, indeed,’’ Mr. Speak-
er, that I spoke were the words that
the current Speaker spoke in 1988. This
is not a reference to the current inves-
tigation or the current Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will read the following state-
ment:

The Chair has consistently ruled that it is
not in order during debate to refer to the of-
ficial conduct of other Members where such
conduct is not under consideration in the
House by way of a report from the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct or as a
question of the privileges of the House.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I do so
so that, when I speak, I will understand
the parameters of that.

As long as the focus is on the powers
of a special counsel rather than a par-
ticular inquiry before the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct, it
would not be out of order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman referred to a particular inquiry
pending before the committee.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Mr. DOGGETT. But he can refer to

the powers of the committee and the
general subject of ethics?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would judge those references
when they are made.

POINTS OF ORDER

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Point of order,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman will state her point of order.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
just want a further clarification.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LEWIS] is saying he is talking about a
precedent of prior investigations. He is
discussing precedents that were dis-
cussed in this House at prior times.
Therefore I am not quite sure I under-
stand, under the Speaker’s guidance,
why he is not allowed to proceed with
the precedent and a statement made in
1988. He is not talking about an indi-
vidual in 1995.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers should avoid references to current
investigations pending before the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Further point of
order, Mr. Speaker.

Is the Chair saying then no discus-
sion can be made of precedents, and
past cases, and how the House pro-
ceeded on those past cases?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not if
related to current matters.

Mr. HOKE. Point of order, Mr. Speak-
er.

It was clear that the Member had not
referenced what he was speaking to. He
was clearly alluding to a current inves-
tigation that was taking place.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has already ruled that the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]
should not refer to the current inves-
tigation.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Let me con-
clude, Mr. Speaker, by saying this
House and the Speaker cannot tolerate
a double standard. What is good for the
goose is good for the gander.

f

NEW MEDICAID APPROACH

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, there has
been a great deal of discussion about
Medicare in this Chamber, but I believe
it is time to begin the discussion of
Medicaid.

I recall when I served on the Michi-
gan legislature some of the oldtimers
told me when the original Medicaid bill
was passed a Member got up and re-
fused to vote for it. He said, ‘‘I predict
that someday this State will spend $50
million a year on this program.’’

Mr. Speaker, he was wrong. Today
the State of Michigan is spending $2
billion on that program every year, ap-
proximately 20 percent of their general
fund budget. That was true for State
after State.

In my State of Michigan, Mr. Speak-
er, when I was in the legislature, it was
very frustrating because we knew
where we could save money in the Med-
icaid program, but the Federal Govern-
ment refused to give us the freedom to
pursue the actions that we wanted to
pursue.

I believe it is very important that we
proceed with the approach the Repub-
licans are advocating, giving the
States leeway in how they go on the
program and giving them block grants
so they can run it efficiently and prop-
erly. I urge that we adopt the new Med-
icaid approach operating through State
block grants.

f

MEDICARE PREMIUM INCREASE

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the biggest
Medicare cut in history, $270 billion,
and the smallest possible number of
hearings, one, and even in that hearing
the deck is being loaded. The majority
is picking a dozen or so witnesses and
letting the minority pick a handful.

What are they trying to hide? The
biggest premium increase in Medicare
history doubling part B in 7 years, and
a lot of people cannot afford this. In
Michigan 85 percent of the seniors have
income under $25,000 and 70 percent
under $15,000.

A constituent wrote this to me:
Please do not let these cuts to Medicare

pass. It really would be very devastating for
us. Please, please fight this for us.

That is what we Democrats are
doing. We are determined to win this
battle that is aimed right at the heart
of seniors.

f

THE FEDERAL SHUTDOWN—NOT 1
MINUTE, NOT 1 SECOND

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise on behalf of millions of Federal
workers who have become the unwill-
ing passengers in what has been dubbed
the great train wreck; the only thing
is, a train wreck is an accident, and
this is a situation we can avert.

There is a need to get this country’s
fiscal house in order. I support this,
and it can be done without interfering
with the lives of Federal workers. It
can be done without the disruption a
Government shutdown will have on our
citizenry.

Our Federal work force provides this
country with unquestionable loyalty
and dedication. We remember the Fed-
eral worker, devastated and injured
after the Oklahoma City bombing, still
anguishing over her inability to get
checks out to recipients.

Federal workers across the country
and in my district do not want a shut-

down this year or any subsequent year.
They want to work, and I want them
working.

The NIH researcher who is working
on a possible cure for cancer should not
miss work. We need that young woman
working. There are people depending
on her. I say, not 1 week, not 1 day of
missed work.

The DOE scientist who is searching
for alternative forms of energy should
not miss work, not 1 hour, not 1 minute
of missed work.

The education specialist who is de-
signing strategies that will benefit our
children should not miss work. Future
generations are depending on this man.
I say, not 1 second, not 1 fraction of a
second of missed work.

The consequences are too great.
f

OUTSIDE COUNSEL WHEN INVES-
TIGATING THE SPEAKER
SHOULD NOT BE LIMITED IN
SCOPE
(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, we have an
Ethics Committee and I would like to
offer a primer on how the House should
handle ethics cases.

Let me quote from a Member of this
House, who also happens to be an expe-
rienced expert on ethics cases, who
stated in 1988: ‘‘The rules normally ap-
plied to Members of Congress are insuf-
ficient in an investigation of the
Speaker of the House.’’ I repeat. He
said, ‘‘The rules normally applied are
insufficient in an investigation of the
Speaker of the House.’’ ‘‘Clearly, this
investigation,’’ he said ‘‘has to meet a
higher standard of public accountabil-
ity and integrity.’’

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this
should be the standard by which all
ethics cases before this House should
be considered. When the House chooses
to appoint an outside counsel to inves-
tigate a Speaker, that counsel should
be allowed to investigate any and all
possible wrongdoing and not be limited
in scope.
f

WE CANNOT ALLOW THE
GOVERNMENT TO SHUT DOWN

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, for several
terms now I have introduced legisla-
tion which cannot pass the Congress of
the United States, cannot be enacted
into law, because it makes good sense.
I have introduced legislation that
would avoid the train wreck to which
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA] has just referred. What it
does is if, on September 30, the Con-
gress of the United States and the
President have failed to enact a budg-
et, then automatically into play comes
instant replay of last year’s budget be-
ginning on October 1.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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This prevents for all time the specter

of a Government shutdown. At the
same time it permits the President and
the Congress, if there is disagreement
as to the extent of the budget, to con-
tinue to work to create a new budget.
In the meantime, science goes on, re-
search goes on, the Federal workers
stay in place, no havoc is wreaked in
the bureaucracy of Washington, al-
though some people would say that
might be a good thing. But the point is
that we cannot allow the Government
to shut down.

f

b 1030

REPUBLICAN CHANGES TO
MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, out
west where I came from people used to
worry about snake oil salesmen, but we
pretty much got that under control.
Now we have a new type of snake oil
salesmen on the other side of the aisle.

I think we heard in prior discussions
going on this morning that we are not
going to be allowed to discuss their
compassionate, wonderful, no pain
changes to Medicare and Medicaid. We
are just to trust them.

We are going to have 1 day of hear-
ing. My fast math says that is about 1
minute per every 120 pages of changes
they have in their bill. Oh, I am sure
we will get it.

I want to tell my colleagues, as a
Westerner who grew up with the tradi-
tion of snake oil salesmen, that we
thought were behind us, beware. Be-
ware. If their cuts are so painless, so
harmless, so futuristic, so wonderful,
why can we not have time to look at
them? Why can we not air them in the
sunshine? This should not be a fungus,
this should be a bill.

f

REFORM IN THE SUGAR PROGRAM

(Mr. MILLER of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
today the Committee on Agriculture
begins markup of the 1995 farm bill. I
am concerned that the Committee on
Agriculture is trading real reform in
some commodity programs in exchange
for no reform in the sugar program.

The proposal put forth by the sugar
growers, which the committee intends
to adopt, is not real reform. It contin-
ues a big Government program that
forces the American consumer to pay
double the world price for sugar. The
sugar program will continue to cost
American consumers $1.4 billion every
year and continue to add $90 million to
our deficit every year.

The Republican Party is committed
to putting every program except Social
Security on the table, and we want to

have the right to debate the sugar pro-
gram. Chairman ROBERTS is an honor-
able man and I trust he will keep his
word to me and permit debate and vote
on the sugar program.

Mr. Speaker, my bill to repeal the
sugar program has 104 cosponsors,
Democrats and Republicans. My bill to
repeal the sugar program is real re-
form. The House has not considered the
program since 1990. If we do not get a
chance this year, it will be 2002 before
we get a chance.
f

HEARINGS ON THE FUTURE OF
MEDICARE

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, when Med-
icare was created in 1965, seniors came
from all over the United States to tes-
tify before Congress as to how to meet
the health care financing needs of our
Nation’s elderly. As we reconsider the
future of Medicare for 37 million Amer-
icans, our seniors, indeed all Ameri-
cans, deserve the right to a fair and
open period of public comment on an
issue of concern to every family in
America.

Yet as the Republicans are about to
embark on the most significant
changes in the Medicare system, in
Medicare’s history, by proposing a $270
billion cut in Medicare, the Repub-
licans are blanking out America’s
voices. How unfortunate that the Re-
publicans intend to hold only 1 day of
hearings on a proposal that the Amer-
ican people, and especially American
seniors, have yet to see. This is fun-
damentally unfair.

Mr. Speaker, a great Republican
President hailed our democracy as a
government of the people, by the peo-
ple, and for the people. Our democracy
is not just about free elections of rep-
resentatives, it is about citizen partici-
pation in a free and open process in the
formulation of public policy. Given the
magnitude of the $270 billion cut, our
citizens deserve better.
f

FEDERAL FUNDS FOR NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF SENIOR CITIZENS

(Mr. LONGLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand that being attacked and engag-
ing in political debate is part of the
terrain one deals with when one as-
sumes this type of office, but imagine
my surprise when I obtained a copy of
the tax return of the National Council
of Senior Citizens, a group which is
currently orchestrating a tax on me in
my district, which shows that they re-
ceived nearly $73 million in Federal
funds for the year ending June 30, 1994,
almost 96 percent of their budget, from
the Federal Government.

Furthermore, I obtained information
that over the last two election cycles

they had contributed nearly $417,000 ex-
clusively to Democratic candidates.
Not one red cent to a Republican can-
didate.

Again, it is a citizen’s right to ex-
press their first amendment point of
view, but is there a connection?

I also obtained a copy of the audit re-
port of the National Council wherein
they say in their report that the heavy
reliance on governmental grants poses
a potential danger to the long-term
structure of the National Council. Ab-
sent such grants, the council would be
unable to continue its current level of
operations without seeking new reve-
nue sources.

f

MORE HEARINGS NEEDED ON
MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, when I held
a town meeting on Medicare last week
in West Virginia, there was justifiable
and understandable confusion about
the details. Republicans want to cut
$270 billion over 7 years. Democrats say
somewhere between $90 and $120 billion
will be enough. The Republicans argue
do they want to take the difference and
give it to a tax cut?

Mr. Speaker, people have genuine
questions, yet on something like this
there ought to be more than 1 day of
hearings, on programs such as Medi-
care and Medicaid, that affect 70 mil-
lion Americans. Almost 700,000 West
Virginians alone will have their health
care somehow brought into question,
whether senior citizens or Medicaid re-
cipients. They deserve more than
health stealth.

This is a B–2 bomber. I know why
they like it on the other side. They
like it because it is flying low on the
radar screen with no details out there.
They plopped the plan out on the table
yesterday and they will mark it up
today with no hearings on Medicaid, a
program that affects 400,000 West Vir-
ginians. They want to do the same on
Medicare with 300,000 West Virginians
affected.

Mr. Speaker, surely the single great-
est changes in America’s health care
plans deserve more than 1 day of hear-
ings.

f

REPEAL OF GOVERNMENT SUGAR
PROGRAM

(Mr. DAVIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to discuss the repeal of the Govern-
ment sugar program. There is no plau-
sible reason why our Government is in-
volved with setting and controlling the
price of sugar. It is Big Government at
its worst. It is a sweet deal for a
wealthy few. It promotes the destruc-
tion of one of our prized environmental
landmarks—the Florida Everglades.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Because of this program, every citi-

zen pays a hidden tax that takes
money out of the pockets of American
consumers to the tune of more than
$1.4 billion every year in higher food
prices, according to GAO. This hidden
tax has cost Americans more than $10
billion over the last decade. In addi-
tion, the consumer interest group Pub-
lic Voice has recently estimated that
the sugar program has cost the Federal
Government $110 million annually be-
cause of higher purchase prices for
sugar and sugar containing products
used in domestic feeding and food pro-
grams. This is money that my con-
stituents could be saving, investing, or
using to buy needed items for their
families and children. But because of
this program, they must pay higher
prices on everything containing
sugar—all because of the Federal Gov-
ernment interfering in the market-
place.

This fall the House will be debating a
new farm bill. We will also be debating
the budget reconciliation bill that will
balance the Federal budget in 7 years,
which will force substantial cuts in
farm commodity programs such as
wheat, dairy, corn, cotton, and rice.
While these programs have faced cuts
on average of 40 percent since 1985,
sugar has not been cut one iota. This is
simply unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for repeal of this program.

f

THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA:
WHAT IT MEANS FOR MEDICARE

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
three things will happen if the Repub-
licans get their way with Medicare. No.
1, senior citizens will pay more in pre-
miums. Hold on to your wallet, because
House Republicans under NEWT GING-
RICH have proposed a 100-percent in-
crease in the monthly Medicare pre-
mium. That is right, a 100-percent in-
crease, the largest premium increase in
Medicare history.

The second thing that will happen is
senior citizens will find it harder to
choose their own doctor. Senate Repub-
licans would try to push people into
managed care, taking away their right
to physician choice.

The third thing that will happen, Mr.
Speaker, if Republicans get their way
with Medicare, is that the American
middle class will subsidize a huge tax
break for the richest Americans.

We are starting to see the main effect
of the Contract With America, a shift
of money from the middle class to the
rich. The Gingrich gravy train means
at least $245 billion in tax breaks for
the wealthiest Americans. And guess
who pays the bill?

Mr. Speaker, Gingrich Republicans
want to give the American people the

largest Medicare cut in American his-
tory. It is simply not right.

f

WASHINGTON POST SUPPORTS
REPUBLICANS ON MEDICARE

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I do not nor-
mally go around quoting the Washing-
ton Post, because normally it does not
agree with the way I see things, being
a liberal paper of record. But look what
they have said just 2 days ago about
exactly what my friend from Ohio,
prior speaker, was just talking about.
It is called medagogues.

Newt Gingrich and Bob Dole accused the
Democrats and their allies yesterday of con-
ducting a campaign based on distortion and
fear. They are right. That is precisely what
the Democrats are doing. It is pretty much
all they are doing, and it is crummy stuff.

Crummy stuff. Those are tough
words.

It is crummy stuff. They are abso-
lutely right. And that is exactly what
we hear day after day after day from
the other side of the aisle.

The fact is, we are trying to simplify.
We are preserving, saving, and improv-
ing Medicare and, again, that is ex-
actly what they say.

The Republicans have a plan. It is credible.
It is gutsy, it is inventive, it addresses a gen-
uine problem that is only going to get worse.
What the Democrats have instead is a lot of
expostulation, TV ads, and scare talk. It is
demagoguery big time.

f

KEEP GOVERNMENT RUNNING

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, Speaker
GINGRICH says we do not want to shut
down the Federal Government. The
majority leader says we do not want to
shut down the Federal Government.
President Clinton says we do not want
to shut down the Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, I offered an amendment
in the Treasury-Postal bill last
Wednesday which said we will continue
the operations of Government because
nobody wants to shut it down. They
may want to reduce this program or
cut out this program, but they want
the Government to continue to serve
Americans.

Why then, on almost a party line
vote, when we have bipartisan support,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
DAVIS], the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. WOLF], the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. WYNN], the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], and
others of us on both sides of the aisle,
say nobody intends to shut down the
Federal Government.

Why then do we not pass just a sim-
ple little bill that says we are not
going to put this into politics. We will
not play with people’s lives, their abil-

ity to fund their mortgages, their food
payments, their college tuition loans?
Let us act responsibly. Let us keep our
Government running. Let us pass the
continuing resolution now.

f

PRESERVING MEDICARE

(Mr. DICKEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, last April
the Medicare trustees reported that if
nothing was done to Medicare, that it
would go bankrupt. What we have is a
proposition that we are making to try
to preserve Medicare. The opposition
comes and says, no that is terrible, and
presents all these scare tactics.

But I think we are in a step process.
What I believe is that we do have the
knowledge on the side of those people
who are opposing these modifications,
we do have that knowledge that comes
from having control of the Medicare
Program for 30 or 40 years.

These people know where we can
make modifications, slow down the in-
creases, and save Medicare. What we
are probably doing right now is trying
to get their attention. They are prob-
ably saying, ‘‘We do not believe they
are going to do it. But if they do it, we
can go in there and help.’’

I ask those people who are opposed to
those changes we are trying to make to
help us with specific information that
you all have so that we can help the
American people and save Medicare.
That is what we are trying to do.

f

MORE TIME NEEDED FOR
MEDICARE HEARINGS

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is
September 20 and another day has
passed, and not one Republican has
been willing to come to the floor of
this House and level with the American
people by spelling out the details of
how far they plan to reach into the
pockets of American seniors and cut
Medicare. I have come to the conclu-
sion it is because most of them do not
have the slightest idea. They just know
they are on a mission for NEWT to cut
$270 billion out of Medicare, and they
do not want the details to get in the
way.

Mr. Speaker, we are told that this
afternoon they are going to finally
spell out some of the details at some
staff briefing, and then they will have
a 1-day stacked hearing on it tomor-
row, all that the American people will
get to see in hearings on this plan.

They spent 28 days on Whitewater.
Why just have 1 day, unless it is to
whitewash this bad Republican cut in
Medicare?

Mr. Speaker, I think as long as the
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genuine bipartisan discussion in hear-
ings, as we have proposed with ex-
tended hearings, there is no reason for
this House to meet. It ought to adjourn
until the Republicans begin a real bi-
partisan discussion of how to reform
Medicare.
f

b 1045

COMMISSION TO INVESTIGATE
GAMBLING IN AMERICA

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I have a bill
in now on which we have 53 cosponsors,
bipartisan, which would set up a na-
tional commission to study the impact
of gambling on the country.

Gambling is beginning to corrupt
this country. It is spreading from two
States 20 years ago to 48 States, and it
is destroying the American family.
Also the gambling interests are now
hiring prominent political people of
both parties to represent their inter-
ests.

We now have 53 cosponsors on this
bill. The gentleman from Illinois,
HENRY HYDE, has promised us hearings
next week. I would ask and urge all
Members of the Congress, Republican,
Democrat, liberal, and conservative, to
cosponsor this bill, so we can pass a
bill that studies the impact of gam-
bling, so when local boards of super-
visors look, they know what the im-
pact will be.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend my colleague for raising this
issue, and I want to ask him to put me
on this resolution. I think this is far
overdue.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I will put
the gentleman on, and urge all other
Members to sign on.

f

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, since we
are not able to bring up the resolution
with respect to hearings on Medicare,
and we have no other choice on this
side, I offer a privileged motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG). The Clerk will report
the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BONIOR moves that the House do

now adjourn.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant of Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 167, nays
237, not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 672]

YEAS—167

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
de la Garza
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)

Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Nadler
Neal
Ney

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NAYS—237

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton

Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan

Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss

Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder

Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce

Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—30
Callahan
Chapman
Clayton
Collins (IL)
DeFazio
Diaz-Balart
Dornan
Fattah
Fields (TX)
Jefferson

Kennedy (MA)
Martinez
Meek
Mfume
Moakley
Moran
Murtha
Owens
Oxley
Payne (NJ)

Porter
Reynolds
Sisisky
Smith (WA)
Stokes
Thompson
Tucker
Waldholtz
Williams
Young (AK)

b 1108
Messrs. FLANAGAN, MILLER of

Florida, and STOCKMAN changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. NEY and Mr. HILLEARY
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, dur-

ing rollcall vote No. 672 on the motion to ad-
journ, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’
f

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
SUNDRY COMMITTEES AND SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE
Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that the following com-
mittees and their subcommittees be
permitted to sit today while the House
is meeting in the Committee of the
Whole House under the 5-minute rule.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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The Committee on Agriculture, the

Committee on Commerce, the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight, the Committee on International
Relations, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, the Committee on National Se-
curity, the Committee on Resources,
the Committee on Science, and the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I might note that all of
these committees are sitting. We would
like to actually have them sitting a lit-
tle more and holding hearings on Medi-
care and Medicaid rather than the one
hearing on Medicare they will be get-
ting and the no hearings on Medicaid.
Apparently, they are not going to sit.
We are not going to delay that process,
but everyone should know the train is
rolling here. We think it is a sad day
when you cannot have hearings on
health matters that affect 70 million
Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I may ob-
ject, I think it is a legislative sin and
a shame that you have been in control
of this House for 10 months, you have
been promising a Medicare bill for 10
months, and today nobody has seen a
copy of that bill. That is the most com-
plicated piece of legislation that this
Congress will take up this year.

You are trying to sneak it past us,
very cleverly, very stealthily, without
any hearings. No one will understand
it. No one will understand it.

Look at me now, how can you do
such a thing and then come here and
ask unanimous consent that people can
work while other things are going on?
That is the most ridiculous argument I
have ever heard.

The silence, the silence of the Repub-
lican side is typical of the silence that
they have had all along on this Medi-
care proposal. They are going to take
$270 billion out of the pockets of Medi-
care people and put it into the hands of
the very rich constituents. You know
that is what you are doing, and you
will not give us any hearings, 1 day,
and we do not even have a bill to have
a hearing on. What a joke. What a joke.

We are going to have a Medicare
hearing on Thursday, and we do not
even have a bill. Shame.

Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. The Chair will state that
it requires 10 Members to object.

Mr. GIBBONS. Will the gentleman
from Texas tell us where the bill is?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is out of order.

(Messrs. WISE, WAXMAN, GIBBONS,
FAZIO of California, FROST, LEVIN,
BONIOR, HEFNER, OBEY, and SABO
also objected.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A suffi-
cient number has objected.

Objection is heard.

f

MOTION FOR PERMISSION FOR
ALL COMMITTEES AND SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY AND
THE REMAINDER OF THE WEEK
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Pursuant to clause 2(I) of rule XI, Mr.

ARMEY moves that all committees and sub-
committees of the House be permitted to sit
today and for the remainder of the week
while the House is meeting in the Committee
of the Whole House under the 5-minute rule.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Mr. ARMEY. I am sorry. It has been
necessary——

Mr. WISE. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from West Virginia will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not
yield for that purpose.

Mr. WISE. For a parliamentary in-
quiry?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman does not yield.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, parliamen-
tary inquiry. The Chair makes that de-
cision. Parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let us
have order.

Mr. WISE. The gentleman does not
yield for a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GIBBONS. In other words, we
have been gagged, we have been
stonewalled, and now we are being
gagged. Is that it? Is that it, I ask the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY],
stonewalling us? You have been
stonewalling us for 10 months.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I believe I
control the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is ready to rule. The parliamen-
tary inquiry was sought before the
time was given to the majority leader.

Mr. WISE. I thank the Chair. Par-
liamentary inquiry, is the Chair or is
the gentleman going to, or does this
side receive the customary 30 minutes
in debate on this matter?

Mr. LINDER. That is not a par-
liamentary inquiry. Furthermore, the
gentleman from Texas did not yield for
that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
up to the majority leader.

Does the majority leader yield?
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I do appre-

ciate the inquiry made by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia, and for
whatever time I speak on my privileged

motion, I will see to it that the gen-
tleman from West Virginia is given
twice as much time as I take.

Mr. Speaker, am I recognized to
speak on my motion?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.
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Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, let me again reiterate

the fact that whatever time I spend
speaking on this motion I will grant to
the gentleman from West Virginia
twice as much time as I take. This is
an important motion. I am sorry it has
become necessary to do so. We do want
to, at least when we are operating
within the Chamber, do so in an or-
derly fashion while we allow the re-
mainder of work of Congress to go for-
ward.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time with the reservation that the
timekeeper report to me such time as I
used to this point, and I will yield that
amount of time to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE] for purposes
of debate only.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DICKEY). The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY] consumed 30 seconds.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, what is at
issue here and what the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] has raised
is the fact that we are just going to ap-
prove a number of committees sitting.
Now they are sitting on some impor-
tant matters, some not as important.
None of them is as important as health
care that affects 70 million Americans.
Thirty-seven million Americans af-
fected by Medicare, that receives one
hearing on Thursday, Medicaid, which
is being marked up, as I understand,
today by the Committee on Commerce;
the bill dropped on the floor yesterday
affects roughly 31 to 32 million Ameri-
cans.

Mr. Speaker, clearly it is outrageous
that we can have 6 days of hearings on
the National Highway System that we
will take up in a minute, we can only
have 1 day of hearings on Medicare,
and none on Medicaid, and both make
the National Highway System, as im-
portant as I think it is, pale by signifi-
cance in dollars and in impact.

So, I would just urge Members to re-
flect on this and urge that we go ahead
with the Dingell resolution, which will
provide 4 weeks of hearings. I think, if
we are going to change the health pro-
grams that affect the largest number of
Americans, have been in place for 30
years, we should get more than 1 day of
hearings.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. WISE] has expired.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, on that, I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays
175, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 673]

YEAS—243

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes

Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum

McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)

Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich

Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller

White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—175

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse

Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—16

Chapman
Clayton
Clement
Fields (TX)
Flake
Jefferson

Kennedy (MA)
Meek
Mfume
Moakley
Payne (NJ)
Reynolds

Sisisky
Thompson
Tucker
Waters
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Messrs. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
SPRATT, and CONYERS changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM
DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 224 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 224

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to amend
title 23, United States Code, to designate the
National Highway System, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. Points of order against con-
sideration of the bill for failure to comply
with section 302(f) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. In lieu of
the amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
consisting of the text of H.R. 2349. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered by title rather than by
section. The first two sections and each title
shall be considered as read. Points of order
against that amendment in the nature of a
substitute for failure to comply with clause
1(q)(10) of rule X, clause 5(a) of rule XXI, or
section 302(f) of the congressional Budget
Act of 1974 are waived. Before consideration
of any other amendment it shall be in order
to consider the amendment printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accompany-
ing this resolution, if offered by Representa-
tive Shuster of Pennsylvania or his designee.
That amendment shall be considered as read,
may amend portions of the bill not yet read
for amendment, shall be debatable for ten
minutes equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against that
amendment are waived. After disposition of
that amendment, the provisions of the bill as
then perfected shall be considered as original
text. During further consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the whole may accord priority in
recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FROST], pending which
I yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of thisVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

(Mr. QUILLEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 224 is an open rule provid-
ing for the consideration of H.R. 2274,
the National Highway System Designa-
tion Act of 1995. The rule provides 1
hour of general debate divided equally
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

The rule makes in order an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute as
an original bill for the purpose of
amendment consisting of the text of
H.R. 2349. The substitute shall be con-
sidered by title rather than by section,
and the first two sections and each
title shall be considered as read.

The rule waives section 302(f) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, pro-
hibiting consideration of legislation
providing new budget authority in ex-
cess of a committee’s allocation,
against consideration of the bill and
against the amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

Also, the rule waives clause 5(a) of
rule XXI, prohibiting appropriations in
a legislative bill, and clause 1(q)(10) of
rule X, prohibiting inclusion in a gen-
eral roads bill of provisions addressing
specific roads, against the amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

The rule further provides for the con-
sideration of the manager’s amend-
ment printed in the Rules Committee
report. The amendment is considered
as read, and is debatable for 10 minutes
equally divided between the proponent
and an opponent. All points of order
against the amendment are waived. If
adopted, the amendment is considered
as part of the base text for the purpose
of further amendment.

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit, with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, as a freshman Member
of Congress back in 1963, I proudly
served on the Public Works Commit-
tee. I developed a high respect for the
difficult and important work done by
the committee. They did a great job
back then, and that hasn’t changed.

Chairman BUD SHUSTER and the other
members of the committee have done
an outstanding job in putting together
this important bill. As always, the
committee worked with a bipartisan
spirit and I strongly support this legis-
lation.

The establishment of the National
Highway System is essential to ensure
the necessary infrastructure to carry
people and goods safely and efficiently
across the country will into the 21st
century.

I understand that an agreement was
made to allow a vote on taking the
trust funds off budget at a later time.
I personally support taking the various
transportation trust funds off budget,
but I don’t want to see this legislation
stalled because of those provisions, and
I look forward to voting on this issue
sometime in the near future.

There are some concerns over certain
provisions of this bill, such as repeal-
ing the maximum speed limit and hel-
met penalties. This open rule will
allow all Members to fully participate
in the amendment process, and I urge
its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I insert extraneous ma-
terials into the RECORD as follows:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 19, 1995]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 46 44 47 74
Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 15 23
Closed 4 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 2 3

Totals: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 104 100 64 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 19, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 5 ............................... Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 101 ........................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 400 ........................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 440 ........................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2 ............................... Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 665 ........................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 666 ........................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 667 ........................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 668 ........................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 728 ........................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 7 ............................... National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–100; A: 227–127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 831 ........................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 830 ........................... Paperwork Reduction Act ..................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 889 ........................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 450 ........................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1022 ......................... Risk Assessment .................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 926 ........................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ....................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 925 ........................... Private Property Protection Act ............................................................................................ A: 271–151 (3/2/95)
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1058 ......................... Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 988 ........................... Attorney Accountability Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95)
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ..................................... MO .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95)
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ..................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 956 ........................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95)
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ..................................... MC .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95)
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1159 ......................... Making Emergency Supp. Approps. ..................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95)
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95)
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 4 ............................... Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95)
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) ................................... MC .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95)
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1271 ......................... Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95)
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 660 ........................... Older Persons Housing Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95)
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1215 ......................... Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ................................................................... A: 228–204 (4/5/95)
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 483 ........................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95)
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 655 ........................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95)
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1361 ......................... Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95)
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 961 ........................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95)
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 535 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 584 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 614 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) ................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................. PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95)VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of September 19, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1561 ......................... American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95)
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1530 ......................... Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95)
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1817 ......................... MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95)
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1854 ......................... Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95)
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1868 ......................... For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95)
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1905 ......................... Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95)
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) ................................... C ....................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95)
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1944 ......................... Emer. Supp. Approps. .......................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95)
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95)
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95)
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1976 ......................... Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2020 ......................... Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) ................................... C ....................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95)
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2002 ......................... Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................ PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95)
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 70 ............................. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95)
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2076 ......................... Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95)
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2099 ......................... VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... A: 230–189 (7/25/95)
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) ................................... MC .................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95)
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2126 ......................... Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95)
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1555 ......................... Communications Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95)
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2127 ......................... Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95)
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1594 ......................... Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95)
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1655 ......................... Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95)
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1162 ......................... Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95)
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1670 ......................... Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95)
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1617 ......................... CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95)
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2274 ......................... Natl. Highway System ..........................................................................................................
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 927 ........................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity .........................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 224 and in support of
H.R. 2274. This is urgent legislation and
I urge its quick passage in order to pro-
tect the funds for the Nation’s highway
system. The Transportation Commit-
tee is to be commended for bringing
forward a bipartisan bill which is truly
in the Nation’s interest. While there
are several issues which are controver-
sial, most notably the repeal of the
Federal speed limit and the motorcycle
helmet requirement, this open rule will
allow the House to fully debate these
and other issues.

However, in spite of my support for
this rule, it is my intention to call for
a no vote on the previous question for
this resolution. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
the Committee on Ways and Means is
holding its only day of hearings on pro-
posals to cut Medicare by $270 billion.
In spite of the fact that my Democratic
colleagues on Ways and Means have ob-
jected in the strongest possible terms
to giving these enormous changes such
short shift, the Republican majority
has not seen fit to give the public the
opportunity to fully digest and com-
ment on their proposal. And, I might
add, no one has actually seen any text
and clairvoyance is required to com-
ment on the specifics of the Republican
proposal. For that reason, Mr. Speaker,
I will call for a no vote on the previous
question in order to allow an amend-
ment to the rule to permit the consid-
eration of House Resolution 221, a reso-
lution sponsored by 201 Members call-
ing for additional hearings on Medicare
legislation.

As I stated at the outset, I support
the open rule providing for the consid-
eration of H.R. 2274. Mr. Speaker, I es-
pecially want to thank the Transpor-
tation Committee for their designation
of Interstate 35 as a congressional high

priority highway. This road, which
runs through the middle of my congres-
sional district, stretches from Laredo,
TX at the Mexican border, to Duluth,
MN, at the Canadian border. It also
connects by a trunk road with the
transportation facilities in Kansas
City, MO. I–35 is a vital transportation
link between the three NAFTA part-
ner-nations and has rightfully been
called a river of trade.

Because of the lack of adequate rail
systems in Mexico, highways are truly
a vital link for that Nation’s trade to
the north. In fact, approximately 74
percent of Mexico’s trade with the
United States travels on our highways
and more than half of that amount
crosses the border at Laredo.

Interstate 35 benefits every State and
every community along its 1,500 mile
route because trade is truly a two-way
street. United States and Mexican offi-
cials are predicting a doubling of trade
between now and the year 2000 and an-
other doubling by 2010. Texas com-
merce with Mexico accounted for $20.3
billion in exports in 1992, and Oklaho-
ma’s exports to Mexico in 1993 totaled
$158 million up 226 percent from 1989
levels. Running through the Nation’s
midsection, I–35 links the entire United
States with Canadian and Mexican
markets through rail, air and truck
links.

It is the hope of the multistate I–35
Corridor Coalition that the designation
of I–35 as a high priority corridor is
just a first step toward the eventual
designation of this vital transportation
link as the International NAFTA Su-
perhighway. With increased trade will
come increased traffic and a need for
enhanced safety mechanisms as well as
construction and maintenance of the
roadway. I–35 is currently the only
fully constructed north-south Inter-
state link between Mexico and Canada
and its high priority designation will
enhance efforts to improve the road to
accommodate the increase in commer-
cial traffic that has begun and prom-
ises only to grow.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to
take the opportunity to salute my
friend and colleague, NORM MINETA. His
service to the Congress and particu-
larly to the transportation needs of
this great Nation has been a model of
dedication and high-mindedness. He
has been both a champion of noble
causes and a workhorse in the day-to-
day business of the House. Our country
and this Congress are far better be-
cause of him and he will be missed. I
salute you NORM and wish you well as
you take leave of us.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DICKEY). The Chair joins in recognition
of the gentleman from California [Mr.
MINETA].

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. PRYCE], a very valuable member of
the Committee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this open rule for H.R. 2274, the Na-
tional Highway Designation System
Act of 1995. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I am very pleased we
are bringing to the floor today yet an-
other open rule, one which will permit
the House to have a thorough and com-
plete debate on this very important,
timely legislation. This resolution hon-
ors our commitment to an open amend-
ment process, and by including a
preprinting option, the committee con-
tinues to encourage Members to make
their amendments available for their
colleagues to review before debate be-
gins on the House floor.

While the focus of this legislation is
to designate the National Highway
System, it also takes a much-needed
step to provide immediate relief from a
number of costly Federal mandates or
requirements put in place by ISTEA in
1991. I would like to express my thanks
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania,VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Chairman SHUSTER, and to other mem-
bers of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, especially
my colleague from Mississippi, Mr.
PARKER, for a thoughtful reconsider-
ation of and for working to include in
this bill a provision to repeal the so-
called crumb rubber mandate.

Well intended, and enacted as an in-
centive to encourage the use of recy-
cled paving material, the crumb rubber
mandate also carried with it a heavy
penalty for noncompliance. But the
universal application of crumb rubber
has, at its best, met with mixed re-
sults. For example, what works in
warmer climates does not necessarily
work in cold. Therefore, many State
transportation departments, including
the Ohio Department of Transpor-
tation, have voiced their strong con-
cerns about this example of overreach
by the Federal Government.

In Ohio alone, this mandate costs $50
million each year, money that could be
used to repave nearly 700 miles of high-
ways, or rehabilitate 137 bridges. Re-
pealing this mandate simply reaffirms
that States indeed know how best to
build highways in their locales, and it
is a very positive step toward allowing
the States more freedom and flexibility
to make important highway construc-
tion decisions.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure has
reported a very responsible bill, which
must be completed before the end of
the month in order for valuable high-
way funds to continue flowing to the
States. The rule before us will set the
stage for this kind of deliberation that
is needed in this body, and I urge my
colleagues to support this fair and open
rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL].

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the
House is embarking on I think a very
bad precedent and a very dangerous
course. Many of my colleagues wonder
why the motion to adjourn today? The
answer is very simple: First of all, the
rights of the Members of the institu-
tion are being severely impinged upon.
The House is being called upon in just
a few days to consider legislation on
which there have been very little in the
way of hearings; indeed, in our com-
mittee, no hearings on either the Medi-
care or Medicaid proposals, and in the
Committee on Ways and Means, a simi-
lar situation. Members are not going to
know what the questions are associ-
ated with regard to the legislation.

The bill, which was submitted to our
committee and which is being written
in our committee as we speak here at
this moment, was submitted to the
Congress Monday night; that is, Sep-
tember 18, at 9 p.m. The markup on
this in our committee commences
today. This is on proposal which was
already changed since it was sent up.

The staff on the Committee on Com-
merce spent all night Monday night
and all night last night on the minor-
ity side looking to try to understand
what is in this piece of legislation.

A similar situation impends with re-
gard to the Medicare proposal. These
proposals have been part of the Repub-
lican Contract on America since last
summer when my Republican col-
leagues marched to the front of the
Capitol to join in a big signing cere-
mony. They knew what was going to be
in it, but they have not shared it with
the American people.

Now, the question is, why is this
great haste before us? Why are we
being compelled to consider legislation
which has not yet been made available
to the Congress, on which no American
citizen has either understanding or ap-
preciation of all of the enormous sub-
tleties?

These are pieces of legislation which
will run to scores, if not hundreds, of
pages. These are pieces of legislation
which are going to affect every citizen
in this country, which are going to
have significant impact on the poor,
the young, the old. Indeed, they are
going to lend credit to the claims that
the Republicans are giving new mean-
ing to the words ‘‘women and children
first,’’ and that it is the women and
children and the old and the poor and
the weak who are going to be most af-
flicted by these changes.

Now, I would say on the basis of some
40 years service in this body, that the
best legislation is bipartisan legisla-
tion when it can be gotten. The second
best legislation is legislation which is
crafted and contrived in an open fash-
ion, in which everyone here has an op-
portunity to ask questions and to un-
derstand fully all of the issues that are
involved and to get the best answers we
can, so that we craft the best public
policy.

Here we have a situation with no
hearings on either Medicare or Medic-
aid. There are not cost estimates from
the Congressional Budget Office. There
has been no opportunity for interested
persons to be heard. And this is true
with regard to either Medicare or Med-
icaid.

The bill on which this rule would be
offered has had 6 days of hearings and
markup. The bill was started February
8. Discussion has been going on for
months. The early drafts were made
available to the Congress. There has
been fair discussion. And whether you
are for or against the bill that this rule
would make in order, you cannot say
that the process has not been at least
basically fair and open.

No such claim can be made with re-
gard to Medicare and Medicaid. The
matter has been conducted in such a
haphazard, sloppy and concealed way,
that no person can really tell you what
is in the bill or what the impact of it
is going to be.

We sought responses from Governors
of a number of States, interestingly
enough, all but one Republicans, and

we got an answer from no one except
from the one Democratic Governor, in
which on Medicaid it was said the re-
sult would be devastation of the Medic-
aid program for the State of Florida.

These are not issues which are small.
Even President Reagan talked about
the safety net. And in his discussion of
the safety net, he said it is going to
take care of those who are most poor,
least able to address change, and least
able to sustain hurt, and those who
have the least resources with which to
address the costs and the stresses of
life, particularly from the standpoint
of health and things of that kind.

This legislation, with regard to Med-
icaid, which is not being marked up in
our committee, is not a safety net any-
more. It is simply a big concrete floor
on which the poorest and the least
well-to-do in our country are going to
come smash. No hearings, no oppor-
tunity to be heard, and, indeed, a ter-
rible result.

Reject this rule. Let us have an open
rule, so that we can bring this legisla-
tion to the floor after an appropriate
period of hearing and after the rule has
been amended to enable this side to get
full hearings on the matter.

b 1200
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I thought we were discussing the

highway bill and not Medicare, and I
think in the future, we should confine
our remarks to the rule before us. I dis-
like making a point of order, and I will
not do it at this time, but I would hope
that we confine our remarks to the bill
before us.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], the distinguished chairman
of the committee.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I thank the gentlewoman for let-
ting me go essentially out of order so
we can get all the things done we need
to do.

Mr. Speaker, this is historic and ur-
gent legislation, and I commend the
Committee on Rules and the leadership
for bringing this open rule to the floor.

We must pass this legislation quickly
so that we free up nearly $6 billion of
funds, critical highway funds that will
go to our States.

As a show of good faith and a strong
commitment to getting this bill out
quickly, I have agreed to drop two im-
portant provisions. First, I have agreed
to drop the provision in the bill which
passed overwhelmingly in the commit-
tee, indeed, I believe unanimously, to
take the transportation trust funds out
of the general fund budget. I did this
because I received a commitment from
the leadership that we will, indeed,
have a vote on this issue later this year
after the appropriations and the rec-
onciliation process.

It is important to emphasize that
there are 222 Members of this body who
are cosponsors of the legislation to re-
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budget, a majority; many others have
committed to vote for it who are not
cosponsors. Indeed, a majority of the
Republicans of the House are cospon-
sors; nearly a majority of the Demo-
crats of the house are cosponsors; a
majority of the Republican freshman
class are cosponsors. That issue has
strong bipartisan support. But I have
agreed to drop it in the interests of
moving the national highway system
bill quickly.

Secondly, I have agreed to drop the
trigger provision which will move up
the reauthorization of ISTEA from 1997
to 1996. I still believe there are solid
policy reasons for doing this. However,
because we want to bring bipartisan
legislation to the floor and some of my
Democratic colleagues on the commit-
tee have problems with this, again, in
the interests of bipartisanship and
good faith, I have agreed to drop this
provision in this legislation. We may
well consider it in another context
later this year, but we need to pass the
national highway system bill quickly.
Also, dropping these two important
provisions, also, is being done with an
eye toward demonstrating to the other
body we want to cooperate with them.
They have expressed concerns about
these two provisions as well in this
particular piece of legislation. So we
have dropped those controversial provi-
sions so that we can move quickly and
get the national highway system final
approval and get the money released to
the States so we can build highways,
improve productivity for Americans
and save lives.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 61⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, let me join my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], in
commending the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA],
the ranking member and former chair-
man of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for out-
standing service to this Nation on im-
portant issues related to the commit-
tee on which he serves and particularly
the highways of this country, and to
also commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for his leadership
throughout the years as well, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], and the Committee on Rules for
bringing an open rule to the floor of
the House, which is refreshing to see on
this floor.

I wanted to talk about the priorities
in which we are addressing issues in
this Congress and, of course, the rule
debate is on the priorities which we be-
lieve are important to bring forward to
the American people. While I think
this highway bill is, indeed, an impor-
tant bill, I think it quite frankly this
month or in the next 2 months, I
should say, pales in comparison to
what may in fact happen with respect
to Medicaid and Medicare, a cut of over
$450 billion for people who need those
particular resources in order to survive

either as senior citizens in this country
or people who are struggling at the
lower end of our economic spectrum. I
would just echo the comments that
were made by my colleague from
Michigan, Mr. DINGELL, the ranking
member of the Committee on Com-
merce. The gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL], I think, correctly point-
ed out that we have had hearings on
this highway bill that lasted 6 days.
They started on February 8. Discus-
sions have been going on for 7 months.
We have also seen that we have had
Ruby Ridge debated in hearings for 2
weeks, Waco for 2 weeks, we had 28
days of hearings on Whitewater.

This bill, the highway bill that we
are discussing today, 6 days, yet when
it comes to the biggest bill that will af-
fect over 70 million people directly and
probably everyone in the country, cuts
in Medicare and Medicaid, over $450 bil-
lion, this Congress is relegated to 1 day
of hearings, none on Medicaid, 1 on
Medicare. It is an outrage. It is an ab-
solute outrage, Mr. Speaker, that that
is where we are headed in this most im-
portant debate for Americans.

Do the American people not deserve
more than 1 day debate? Do they not
deserve more than 1 day to talk about
these ideas?

For 9 months now we have heard talk
from this side of the aisle about how
they plan to save Medicare. But to this
day we are still waiting to see what
their plan is. We are still waiting for
their details. They have brought a
highway bill to the floor today, and in
that highway bill, they have outlined
where they want to take the country. I
think they are going to find a lot of
general agreement with that.

My friend from Pennsylvania, whom
I had a kind word about just a second
ago, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SHUSTER], came to the floor 10
minutes ago. He talked about the high-
way trust fund and the moneys in that
trust fund being reserved just for high-
ways—just for highways—so they could
not be used as a hedge against our ever,
actually declining now, but at one time
growing budget deficit. It strikes me as
rather odd and peculiar that they
would come to the floor and make that
argument which, frankly, I do not have
too much disagreement with, and yet,
and yet, when it comes to Medicare,
what they want to do and what they
have done is they have raided the Medi-
care trust fund in order to pay for tax
breaks for the wealthiest people in our
country and the wealthiest corpora-
tions in our country. It is hard to un-
derstand that type of rationale.

But I guess I could understand it if I
had a plan, as my colleagues on this
side of the aisle do, that would double
the Medicare premiums to about $100 a
month, that would take away your
choice of doctor, that would cut your
benefits to pay for these tax breaks for
the wealthy; I think I probably would
want to keep that hidden, as well.

So you want to talk about the truth?
Let us talk about the truth here this

afternoon. I ask my colleagues on this
side of the aisle, why do not you tell
people that not a dime of what you are
asking seniors to pay in Medicare cuts
will go into the trust fund? We have
talked about the highway trust fund.
Not one dime in the cuts in the Medi-
care portion of the bill that we will
have shortly—$270 billion—will go into
the trust fund. It is going to another
fund to pay for tax breaks for the
wealthiest few.

Mr. Speaker, we know that the tax
cut bill that is being proposed is $245
billion on this side of the aisle, and we
also know that $270 billion in Medicare
cuts, and we all know the people who
will be hurt most by your cuts are the
people who need Medicare the most—
older Americans, who pay into the sys-
tem all their lives, who live on fixed in-
comes, and who cannot afford to see
their Medicare premiums doubled. I
only hope that you would not come to
the floor and tell us that you are not
cutting Medicare.

Only in Republican Washington can
you double somebody’s monthly pre-
mium in this town and then not call it
a cut. You talk about cuts, talk about
Medicaid as well, Mr. Speaker. Repub-
licans have proposed the biggest cuts,
as I said, in Medicaid in the history of
this country.

You think they realize that if your
Medicaid cuts go through, tens of mil-
lions of Americans are going to be de-
nied long-term care, the nursing home
care they need to say alive? In this
country, 60 percent of Medicaid goes
into nursing home care and if these
cuts go through, $182 billion worth, in
my State of Michigan, I am going to
lose 15,000 people who will not be able
to have those services next year alone
and 175,000 over the course of the 7-year
proposal.

So, in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let
me just end by suggesting to my
friends that it is simply an outrage
that we are not allowed to have more
hearings, as we are in the highway bill,
on Medicare and Medicaid, 1 day of
hearings, 1 day of hearings. We on this
side of the aisle are so determined to
let the American people speak on this
that we will have hearings on the lawn
of the U.S. Capitol over the next sev-
eral days. We will bring people here so
they can express themselves and ex-
press their views on what these propos-
als will do to them and their families.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Utah
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a very valuable
member of the Committee on Rules.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of this rule which pro-
vides for fair debate and consideration
of the crucial issues affecting our Na-
tion’s transportation needs.

Without passage of a bill to designate
the National Highway System, our
States stand to lose a significant
amount of funding desperately needed
to improve this Nation’s transpor-
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Utah alone stands to lose up to $78 mil-
lion of funding per year without pas-
sage of an NHS bill, money we des-
perately need to address the impact of
our robust growth.

Almost 2,200 miles of highways in
Utah are proposed under the NHS bill.
These highways carry more than 50
percent of the car travel and more than
80 percent of the truck travel in my
State. This bill will play a major role
toward promoting Utah’s economic de-
velopment and prosperity, reducing
traffic congestion, improving air qual-
ity, and maintaining the quality of life
Utahns have always appreciated.

In addition, I am pleased with the
provisions included in this bill that
would help to mitigate the negative
impacts imposed under section 1003(c)
of the 1991 ISTEA bill. Because of the
difficulty of precisely estimating fu-
ture ISTEA highway spending, the
States will be hit with a significant re-
duction in highway funding for fiscal
year 1996. This bill takes significant
steps to help mitigate those impacts,
helping to ensure that the States have
funding they need to meet their high-
way needs for the coming fiscal year.

I am also pleased with provisions in
the bill that repeal Federal mandates
and penalties, including repeal of the
national speed limit and the crumb
rubber mandate.

I know repeal of these provisions is
controversial; however, federal man-
dates such as the national speed limit
simply do not make sense for sparsely
populated western States like Utah.
After discussing appropriate speed lim-
its with our State director of public
safety and other law enforcement offi-
cials, I am confident that the States
will set speed limits that best meet
their transportation needs without
compromising public safety.

Finally, I would like to commend
Chairman SHUSTER for his efforts to
take the Transportation trust funds off
budget. I believe it is time to release
these trust funds for their intended
purpose: rebuilding and expanding our
badly over-used transportation infra-
structure. While I am disappointed
that a provision to take the trust funds
off budget will not be included in the
bill we consider on the floor today, I
am pleased that we will have a chance
to vote on this important issue later
this year.

I urge my colleagues to support this
open rule so that we may honor our
commitment to designate the National
Highway System to preserve and im-
prove our Nation’s transportation in-
frastructure.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA],
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.

PETRI], and the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] for this bill. I
am going to support the rule.

I have two amendments that are
being incorporated into the bill. I want
to discuss them briefly.

The first one would aid safety rest
stop areas for a full eligibility for 100
percent funding under the trust fund.
In 1987 I was able to pass legislation
signed into law that made bridge im-
pact barriers, breakaway utility poles,
signalization, pavement marking,
signs, lights, 100 percent funded under
the trust fund because people in States
with limited money were fixing pot-
holes but letting safety, which was our
big talk, talking the talk, we were not
walking the walk, in putting up the
money for it.
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My first amendment, Mr. Speaker,
allows 100 percent funding for the safe-
ty rest-stop areas, and these are simple
turnoffs, and I have report language
that is submitted that is saying that
they would be simple turnoffs, and
there could be no fuel or food sold
there because our intent is not to pro-
vide competition for commercial rest-
stop areas by the States. That is a good
amendment, and I appreciate the lead-
ers on both sides having included it in
this bill.

The second one will study the com-
pliance of the Buy American Act in the
procurement by the Federal highway
funds and trust fund. Now everybody in
this House strongly supports it. Very
few people realize the waivers and loop-
holes that are involved. Japan, as we
speak, is coming up with a $100 billion
infrastructure program to move their
economy, and the last time they did we
were not allowed to bid on many of
those projects. I believe we should be
putting more Americans to work with,
in fact, infrastructure improvements in
America, but we should be at least
looking at the procurement in these
expenditures of American-made goods
and products.

So, Mr. Speaker, the second amend-
ment says, ‘‘Look. How is America
complying with, and the Department of
Transportation, with Buy American
laws, and how many waivers and loop-
holes are created in here, and how
much purchasing of foreign-made goods
is going on?’’

Mr. Speaker, I am going to support
the bill, and I commend the respective
leaders on both sides for this bill.

I want to commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Mr. SHUSTER, the gentleman
from California, Mr. MINETA—who is retiring,
as well as Mr. PETRI and Mr. RAHALL, for their
work on this bill.

I want to talk about two amendments I had
included in the bill during committee markup.
The first amendment adds the construction of
safety rest stop areas to the list of safety
projects eligible for 100-percent Federal fund-
ing. Currently, the safety rest stop construction
projects are not explicitly part of the Federal-
aid program, and are not eligible for 100-per-
cent Federal funding.

I am not talking about commercial rest
stops—the ones with Roy Rogers and
TCBY’s. I am talking about the construction of
simple turn-offs where drivers can safely get
some rest. I would hope that in the conference
report, language is added that explicitly de-
fines the term ‘‘safety rest areas’’ as follows:

Any project that provides drivers with an
area where they can pull in and rest to reduce
fatigue; and/or

Any project to increase parking at existing
rest areas where fuel and rooms for lodging
are not available—in other words: non-
commercial rest stops. This would ensure that
States do not build rest facilities that compete
with commercial truck stops or travel plazas.

During my 10 years on the committee, I
have been an outspoken proponent of full
Federal funding for highway safety projects. In
1987 I was successful in adding language to
transportation legislation approved by the
committee, and later signed into law, that
made certain highway safety improvement
projects, such as pavement marking, guard
rail enhancement and traffic signalization, eli-
gible for 100-percent Federal funding. My
amendment would simply add safety rest stop
areas to this list.

Numerous studies have shown that the con-
struction of additional rest stops would signifi-
cantly reduce driver fatigue—especially among
truck drivers—thereby reducing the number of
traffic accidents associated with driver fatigue.
This amendment will ensure that commercial
motor vehicle drivers have the opportunity and
means to obtain the hours of rest required by
Federal hours of service regulations (49
C.F.R. 395).

My amendment would not cost additional
money—it simply gives States the flexibility
necessary to use Federal highway money in
the most effective manner to improve safety
on their highways. This amendment says:
‘‘Trust the States to determine what safety
projects are the most urgently needed, and let
the States decide whether or not they have a
shortage of safety rest stops.’’

My second amendment directs the Sec-
retary of Transportation to study how well the
States have been complying with the Buy
American Act in spending Federal highway
funds. As you know, since coming to Con-
gress I have championed the buy American
issue. I believe strongly that, to the greatest
extent possible, Federal procurement dollars
should be spent on American-made products.
Nowhere should this be more true than in the
Federal highway program.

Most Members of Congress strongly support
the Buy American Act. But not many Members
are aware of the many waivers and loopholes
in the Act that, all too often, result in the pur-
chase of foreign-made products with U.S. tax
dollars. The intent of my amendment is to as-
certain what percentage of the tens of billions
of Federal dollars that have been spent
through ISTEA by the States have been spent
on goods made in this country. This is another
commonsense amendment, and I am pleased
that it was included in the bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the leadership of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], the gentleman from Wiscon-
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member, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA], and certainly the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL], for bringing this bill to the
floor. It is certainly a bill that I think
we can all support, a necessary bill,
and I have a question, Mr. Speaker.

How would the American people feel
if they knew this bill were coming to
the floor, a bill that is going to control
the spending of $20 billion a year out of
a trust fund, if they knew this bill were
coming to the floor without 1 day of
hearings? They would feel pretty bad
about it, particularly if it affected mil-
lions of Americans. Well, guess what,
Mr. Speaker? They do not have to
worry about it because the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
on a bill that has a trust fund and that
roughly appropriates, or handles, $20
billion a year; there were 6 days of
hearings in 1995 on this important
topic, there were 6 days of hearings in
1994 on this important topic, there
were 7 months of bipartisan negotia-
tions. There was a bill that was intro-
duced months ago. The American pub-
lic can be secure in knowing this bill
was fully deliberated.

Now how would they feel, Mr. Speak-
er, knowing that there is a bill, might
be a bill, out there that appropriates
about, and let me think, Mr. Speaker.
It appropriates about six to seven
times what is in the highway bill. That
is the Medicare trust fund. How would
they feel knowing that the bill that
would not get a day of hearings, affects
31 million people, that the bill that the
Medicare system will get 1 day of hear-
ings; that affects 37 million people.
How do they feel knowing that billions
more is going to go into health care
and will not get but 1 day of hearing
between Medicare and Medicaid?

Highway trust fund, $20 billion a
year, gets 6 days of hearings this year
and 7 months of negotiations. Medicare
and Medicaid, which Medicare is a
trust fund, gets 1 day of hearings, and
we have not seen the legislation yet
that deals with that legislation, and
someone spoke just a minute ago about
States losing money. Thank goodness
the National Highway System bill is
moving because West Virginia could
lose several hundred million dollars if
it is not enacted by October 1. Thank
goodness it is moving. Guess what West
Virginia stands to lose under the Med-
icaid legislation that gets no days of
hearings in which the bill came out and
was introduced just 2 days ago? First
estimates are somewhere between $3
billion and $31⁄2 billion.

So, Mr. Speaker, we can hold 6 days
of hearings when a State is going to
lose a couple hundred million dollars.
We hold no days of hearings when a
State is at risk for $31⁄2 billion and its
entire health care system is at stake.

Mr. Speaker, I am urging a vote
against the previous question. I do sup-
port the bill. I think it is interesting
the roads that this will build will go to
many hospitals. The routes will be
open because of this bill; the hospitals

could be closed because of the Medicare
and Medicaid bill. I think people want
a highway bill, but they do not want to
get run over by the health care legisla-
tion.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, this
proposed rule will set the priority for
legislative business, and it is the wrong
priority. This afternoon, after 9
months, we will have what a Repub-
lican aide to the Committee on Ways
and Means has probably misdescribed
as, I quote, the complete comprehen-
sive details of the Republican pay-
more, get-less Medicare plan. But the
same aide says that the legislation just
is not ready, it is not ready, and we are
not ready for the legislation.

So, Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we will
have a meaningless, 1-day stacked
committee hearing.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] is in violation of
House rule XIV that requires Members
to confine themselves to the question
under consideration.

Mr. Speaker, the question under con-
sideration is House Resolution 224, the
rule for the highway bill, and has noth-
ing to do with Medicare.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, may I be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. DOGGETT. And I also?
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

DICKEY). The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST].

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]
objects to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT] speaking about the reso-
lution of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL], when the matter before
the House is the rule on H.R. 2274.

The Speaker has ruled on this issue
several times in recent years. Probably
the clearest guidelines about relevant
speech during consideration of a rule
come from the Speaker’s ruling of Sep-
tember 27, 1990, and I quote:

In the Chair’s opinion discussing the prior-
ity of business is within the confines of the
resolution . . . the Chair has ruled that it is
certainly within the debate rules of this
House to debate whether or not this rule
ought to be adopted or another procedure
ought to be adopted by the House . . . but
when debate ranges into the merits of the
relative bills not yet before the House, the
Chair would admonish the Members that
that goes beyond the resolution . . .

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] has not discussed
the merits of Medicare legislation. He
has not discussed the details of it or
engaged in anything like a debate on
that important measure. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Texas has confined
himself to the priority of business ar-
gument, that the House ought to be de-
bating the resolution of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] providing
for hearings, providing for additional
hearings, on Medicare before it gets to
this important matter dealing with

transportation. The gentleman from
Texas has confined himself to the ques-
tion of whether to adopt the rule before
us or a different rule making in order
the gentleman from Michigan’s resolu-
tion that provides for hearings on Med-
icare.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the speech of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is relevant.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, may I
be heard on the point of order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleague from Texas has just pointed
out, the focus of my remarks from the
outset is the priority of legislative
business. If a rule is not an appropriate
time to discuss the priority of legisla-
tive business, I know not when one
could discuss the priority, and of
course my reason for raising this issue
of priority is that I made a parliamen-
tary inquiry only about an hour ago to
the Speaker to find out how is it pos-
sible to get before the House a resolu-
tion signed by 201 Members of this
House asking for more complete and
fair hearings on Medicare, and I was
told there was no way to do that with-
out the approval of Speaker GINGRICH.
So it seemed to me this was an appro-
priate way to discuss priorities because
I would be denied, as has every other
Member of this House, any other way
of getting the issue before the House.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a discussion
of priorities which I plan, in the brief
minute I have remaining, to inter-
mingle with the highway bill under
consideration because the two are very
related.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Any
other Members desiring to be heard on
the point of order?

If not, the Chair will rule.
Debate on a special order providing

for the consideration of a bill may
range to the merits of the bill to be
made in order since the question of
consideration of the bill is involved,
but should not range to the merits of a
measure not to be considered under
that special order.

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
QUILLEN] has made the point of order
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is engaging in irrelevant de-
bate. Because the gentleman’s remarks
have in some respects extended to the
merits of other measures, the Chair
finds that the point of order is well
taken.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] shall proceed in order.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the bill
before us is a highway bill, and it is
very appropriate that this highway bill
should be considered at a time that we
are to hear the first details of the Med-
icare plan because, my colleagues, that
plan has been parked at the end of a
dark alley. Most people have no idea
what is in it, but now suddenly it is
being removed from the dark alley,
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alley, and being rushed into the fast
lane of the highway. It is like one of
those giant 18-wheelers going 90 to
nothing down the highway and let ev-
erybody else get out of the way.

Mr. Speaker, in Texas we call it the
bar ditch along the highway, and that
is where American seniors are going to
be left, in the bar ditch. They are going
to feel that they have been hit by more
than a highway, by a highway man, a
bushwhacker, because they will have
more than a flat tire along that bar
ditch. They will have a flat wallet, and
it is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans are
proposing that America follow a high-
way to nowhere.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker. I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
defeat the previous question. If the pre-
vious question is defeated I will offer
an amendment to the rule. The amend-
ment provides for the immediate con-
sideration in the House of House Reso-
lution 221. House Resolution 221 re-
quires that the public be given ade-
quate time to examine the radical
changes in the Medicare and Medicaid
Programs proposed for the reconcili-
ation bill. The resolution also insists
that committees conduct more than a
single day of hearings on the largest
cuts to the Medicare ever proposed.
The public should be allowed to express
their views before we are required to
vote on such changes.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment I intend to offer be printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
The proposed amendment to House

Resolution 224 is as follows:
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution,

it shall be in order, any rule of the House to
the contrary notwithstanding, to consider
immediately in the House the resolution,
House Resolution 221, printed in section 3 of
this rule providing that consideration in the
House of Representatives and its committees
and subcommittees thereof of any legisation
changing existing law with respect to medi-
care or medicaid pursuant to the reconcili-
ation instructions of the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 1996 shall
be preceded by adequate time for public ex-
amination of such legislation and public
hearings thereon, and expressing the sense of
the House that the Senate should similarly
provide for such public examination and
hearings.

SEC. 3.—
H. RES. 221

Whereas the conference report on the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 67, 104th Congress)
and the accompanying statement of man-
agers contain reconciliation instructions to
the Committee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Commerce that assume reduc-
tions in spending on medicare of approxi-
mately $270,000,000,000 below what would be
spent on medicare under current law during
fiscal years 1996 through 2002;

Whereas that conference report and state-
ment of managers contain reconciliation in-
structions to the Committee on Commerce
that assume reductions in spending on med-
icaid of approximately $182,000,000,000 below
what would be spent on medicaid under cur-
rent law during fiscal years 1996 through
2002;

Whereas that conference report and state-
ment of managers contain reconciliation in-
structions to the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance that assume reductions in spending on
medicare and medicaid totalling
$452,000,000,000 below what would be spent on
those programs under current law during fis-
cal years 1996 through 2002;

Whereas approximately 37,000,000 elderly
and disabled Americans rely on medicare for
their health insurance and health security;

Whereas more than 36,000,000 women, chil-
dren, and elderly and disabled Americans
rely on medicaid for their health insurance
and health security, and for protection
against the cost of nursing home care;

Whereas hundreds of thousands of doctors,
hospitals, laboratories, and other health care
providers participate in the medicare and
medicaid programs and receive direct or in-
direct reimbursement for their services from
the Federal Government in connection with
these two programs;

Whereas administrative and overhead costs
are less than two percent of total program
costs for medicare and less than four percent
of total program costs for medicaid, far
smaller percentages than any private sector
health insurance enterprise currently in op-
eration in the United States;

Whereas achieving the level of reductions
in medicare and medicaid assumed by the
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 1996 cannot therefore be achieved
solely by reducing waste, fraud, and abuse;

Whereas achieving reductions of the mag-
nitude contemplated by the budget resolu-
tion can only be accomplished by (1) increas-
ing the payments required from women, chil-
dren, elderly, and disabled beneficiaries, (2)
reducing payments to physicians, hospitals,
nursing homes, and other health care provid-
ers, (3) reducing coverage for current or fu-
ture beneficiaries, or (4) some combination
of the foregoing three strategies;

Whereas the budget resolution requires
committees to submit their reconciliation
recommendations to the Committee on the
Budget by September 22, 1995;

Whereas as of the date of the introduction
of this resolution, no legislative language to
achieve the medicare and medicaid cuts con-
templated by the budget resolution has been
introduced or otherwise made public, so that
members of the public and their Representa-
tives in Congress have not had the benefit of
adequate time to examine, analyze, and un-
derstand the impacts of the changes that
will have to be proposed to achieve the con-
templated reductions;

Whereas the Congress should serve as a
partner with the American people in address-
ing the Nation’s health care needs and prob-
lems;

Whereas with the exception of national se-
curity matters, there are few reasons for
Congress to act behind closed doors in for-
mulating policy that will directly and dra-
matically impact more than 73,000,000 Ameri-
cans and their families and will indirectly
impact every American;

Whereas there is concern that the lack of
public and media access to the formulation
of changes in the existing medicare and med-
icaid laws in connection with the reconcili-
ation process threatens the ability of all af-
fected Americans and their Representatives
to evaluate such changes adequately when
they are finally made public;

Whereas public hearings on the con-
sequences for the United States and its

health care system of any such changes in
medicare and medicaid are necessary to edu-
cate the public who must live with those
consequences and their Representatives in
Congress who must act on the forthcoming
medicare and medicaid changes: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That—
(1) any markup in the committees of the

House of Representatives or any subcommit-
tees thereof of any legislation changing ex-
isting law with respect to medicare or med-
icaid pursuant to the reconciliation instruc-
tions of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1996 shall be preceded
by a minimum of four weeks for public dis-
closure of the legislative text of such
changes, during which time additional and
thorough public hearings on such text shall
be held;

(2) no such legislation shall be considered
in the House of Representatives until the re-
quirements of paragraph (1) have been met;
and

(3) it is the sense of the House that the
Senate should guarantee public and media
access to and consideration of the legislative
text of any changes to be considered in that
body by adopting a similar schedule for pub-
lic disclosure and hearings.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I urge de-
feat of the previous question, and I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair announces that he will reduce to
a minimum of 5 minutes the period of
time within which a recorded vote, if
ordered, may be taken on the question
of agreeing to the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays
173, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 674]

YEAS—241

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono

Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest

Condit
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
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English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad

Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—173

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch

Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.

Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moran
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton

Thurman
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—20

Brown (FL)
Collins (IL)
Conyers
Flake
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Jefferson

Kennedy (MA)
Meek
Mfume
Moakley
Payne (NJ)
Quinn
Reynolds

Schiff
Sisisky
Skeen
Torres
Tucker
Watts (OK)

b 1248

Ms. MOLINARI and Ms. MCCARTHY
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. RAHALL changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 375, nays 39,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 19, as
follows:

[Roll No. 675]

YEAS—375

Abercrombie
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner

Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble

Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug

Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Reed
Regula
Richardson

Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—39

Ackerman
Becerra
Brown (CA)

Brown (OH)
Chapman
Clay

Coyne
Dellums
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Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Hilliard
Hoyer
Johnston

Kaptur
LaFalce
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
McHale
Miller (CA)
Ortiz

Owens
Rangel
Sabo
Schroeder
Stark
Tejeda
Towns
Vento
Waxman
Yates

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Gibbons

NOT VOTING—19

Brown (FL)
Collins (IL)
Conyers
Doolittle
Fazio
Flake
Hastings (FL)

Hefner
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Kennedy (MA)
Meek
Mfume
Moakley

Payne (NJ)
Reynolds
Sisisky
Souder
Tucker

b 1257

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD changed her
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing rollcall vote Nos. 674 and 675 on House
Resolution 224, I was unavoidably detained.
Had I been present I would have voted ‘‘nay’’
on 674 and ‘‘yea’’ on 675.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 224 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2274.

b 1259

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to
amend title 23, United States Code, to
designate the National Highway Sys-
tem, and for other purposes, with Mr.
HANSEN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER].

b 1300

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that once
again the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure brings to the
floor of the House a bill with strong,
overwhelming bipartisan support. It is
an exciting bill, it is a crucial bill. This
bill giving final approval to the new
National Highway System will create
for America in the 21st century what
the Interstate System has done for
America in the 20th century.

The new National Highway System
recognizes and identifies 159,000 miles
which will be the top priority miles for

America as we move into the next cen-
tury of highway miles. While this rep-
resents only 4 percent of the total
highway miles in America, it rep-
resents 40 percent of all the highway
travel, 75 percent of truck traffic, and
80 percent of tourism travel.

Indeed, every year we are experienc-
ing on our highways a 3-percent in-
crease in highway travel. If we
compound that out, that means every 7
years about a 30-percent increase in
highway travel. Beyond that, by the
year 2000, we are told there will be a 28-
percent increase in truck traffic on our
highways. So there is a crucial need for
identifying this new National Highway
System, giving it the top priority. Of
course, the original interstate, the
42,500 miles of the interstate, are the
original backbone of this new system.

What we are about here today is
building assets for America. Indeed, it
is crucial that we pass this, because if
we do not pass it quickly and get to
conference with the other body, then $6
billion a year will be withheld from our
States, money that has to go out to im-
prove our highways.

Indeed, it is critical that we create
this new National Highway System for
economic growth for America. This
system will be the backbone of the
transportation system of America as
we move into the next century, to
move people and products more effi-
ciently, more productively, more con-
veniently, and more safely.

I might close by sharing with the
body something that a young married
man who brought his wife to Washing-
ton on January 4 of this year, with his
little children, said on television. When
they asked him why was he here to see
the opening of the new Congress, he
said, ‘‘I just had to come and see it, be-
cause with the opening of the new Con-
gress maybe there will be some
changes. Maybe the Congress will get it
right.’’ Then he went on to say, ‘‘The
Federal Government, in my opinion,
has not done anything right in the past
20 years.’’ Then he paused, and he said,
‘‘except build highways.’’

I think across America there is
strong bipartisan recognition that we
need to build the infrastructure of this
country so that this country can re-
main productive, so that this country
can have our people traveling safely on
our highways. For all of those reasons,
I urge my colleagues to give strong
support to this bipartisan legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2274 was ap-
proved by voice vote by the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
on September 8, 1995.

The most important provision of the
bill before us today is the approval of
the National Highway System, a 160,000
mile network of our Nation’s most im-
portant roads. Although NHS routes

comprise only 4 percent of our Nation’s
public roads, it will carry over 40 per-
cent of our Nation’s traffic and more
than 70 percent of our commercial
truck traffic.

The country has changed dramati-
cally since the Interstate System was
laid out more than 40 years ago, and
the NHS will move us into the
postinterstate era. Approval of H.R.
2274 will ensure continued Federal
funding for these vital roads.

H.R. 2274 also provides a comprehen-
sive solution to the reduction in Fed-
eral highway funding that each State
will experience next year due to sec-
tion 1003 of ISTEA. According to the
latest estimates from the Federal
Highway Administration, this reduc-
tion could total as much as $3 billion,
amounting to a nearly 13-percent
across-the-board cut in each program.

Unlike other proposals which have
been put forth to address this situa-
tion, H.R. 2274 will fully restore fund-
ing for programs outside the obligation
ceiling by utilizing available budget
authority and, through the
reprogramming of budget authority,
will partially restore funding for pro-
grams subject to the obligation ceiling.
It also will mitigate the effect of the
remaining reduction by allowing
States greater flexibility over a certain
limited amount of unobligated pro-
gram balances.

The basic balance of funding control
provided by ISTEA is retained in this
bill since a State may transfer unobli-
gated balances of urban suballocated
funds, which are controlled by metro-
politan planning organizations, only
with the written concurrence of the
metropolitan planning organization for
that area. In addition, funds provided
to States as part of the section 1003
restoration are subject to the urban
suballocation in accordance with
ISTEA.

Finally, congestion mitigation and
air quality funds must be spent in non-
attainment areas, but can be used for
any purpose—with all clean air require-
ments for transportation projects con-
tinuing to apply.

In order to ease the burden on States,
certain Federal mandates also are re-
pealed, including a repeal of the re-
quirement that States use rubberized
asphalt, or crumb rubber, in a certain
percentage of Federal-aid highway
projects or face the loss of Federal
highway funds.

Although a prohibition on the imple-
mentation of the penalties has been in-
cluded in annual appropriations bills
over the past several years, H.R. 2274
provides for a permanent repeal. Also,
the penalties for failure to implement
various management systems are sus-
pended until the reauthorization of
ISTEA.

During the committee consideration
of H.R. 2274, two amendments were
adopted which repeal two further Fed-
eral mandates. First, the national max-
imum speed limit and associated pen-
alties are repealed.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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The power to set speed limits will be

returned to the States as was the case
prior to the energy crisis in 1974. The
repeal amendment was adopted by the
subcommittee and also was reaffirmed
by the full committee by large, biparti-
san votes.

Second, an amendment was adopted
by the full committee to repeal the
current penalties imposed on States
which do not enact universal motor-
cycle helmet laws. Again, it will be left
up to each State to determine whether
to enact such a law, as was the case
prior to ISTEA. This amendment was
also adopted by a wide bipartisan mar-
gin of 38 to 17.

The remaining provisions in H.R. 2274
are, for the most part, minor and non-
controversial policy revisions or minor
corrections to current law. I would
note that certain trucking reform
measures are also included in the bill
which, again, are primarily very lim-
ited in scope and provided to certain
segments of the trucking industry.

These groups have worked with the
committee over the past several
months to demonstrate why certain
regulations which are aimed primarily
at long-haul, over-the-road truckers,
may not be appropriate for certain
other types of driving activities.

In concluding, I want to thank our
ranking member of the full committee,
the gentleman from California, NORM
MINETA, for the assistance he has pro-
vided on this bill and the leadership he
has provided to our committee on both
sides of the aisle over his years in the
Congress and as a senior member of the
committee.

As we know, Mr. MINETA will be leav-
ing the Congress next month, although
his involvement in transportation is-
sues certainly will be continuing, and
in some sense even deepen. His dedica-
tion and interest in improving the Na-
tion’s transportation system has been
of great benefit to our country, and so,
while we wish him well in his new en-
deavor, his departure will certainly be
felt, and felt especially deeply on our
committee, and by his colleagues.

The gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. RAHALL], the ranking minority
member on the Subcommittee on Sur-
face Transportation of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure,
has once again provided valuable input
on the development of the bill before
us.

Finally, of course, the chairman, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], has been instrumental in
providing the critical leadership nec-
essary to advance the national high-
way legislation. It is imperative that
the House approve this bill so the re-
quired congressional approval of the
National Highway System may be
granted, so that the section 1003 res-
toration and mitigation provisions
may be realized by the States, and so
other improvements to our transpor-
tation programs may be enacted. I urge
the House to approve H.R. 2274.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this legislation, and I do urge my col-
leagues to do likewise when it comes to
final passage. I join with the chairman,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], and the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. PETRI], in commending all
the work to bring this legislation to-
gether, including that of themselves,
for their valuable patience in working
with us, and willingness to compromise
when such was necessary to move the
process forward.

I also pay tribute to our ranking mi-
nority member, the gentleman from
California [Mr. MINETA]. I shall have
more to say about him in a moment,
but he has been, of course, one of the
fathers of ISTEA, and this bill that we
consider today is a product of that leg-
islation.

I say I am in support of the legisla-
tion, Mr. Chairman, because even
though some of us cannot support
every single provision of this bill, when
all is said and done, the fundamental
purpose of this legislation—the des-
ignation of a new National Highway
System—is something that must be
passed by this body and enacted into
law in the very near future.

Yes, we have had our differences on
certain provisions of this bill. For in-
stance, it would repeal the national
speed limit. I, for one, will be offering
amendments to address this issue.

Yet, while I may not agree with what
is contained in the committee bill on
this issue, it is important to remember
that this is a must pass piece of legisla-
tion, a number of accommodations
have already been made to the minor-
ity since the bill was reported by the
committee, and that today it is being
debated under a free and open process
that allows us to continue to pursue
our concerns.

This bill is must pass because at
stake here is $5.2 billion in Federal
highway funds to the States which will
cease flowing on September 30th if we
do not gain enactment, and an almost
$3 billion in highway funds that will be
lost due to a budgetary problem.

At the same time, with this bill we
are creating in this Nation a new, inte-
grated network of highways, to be
known as the National Highway Sys-
tem—the NHS—that will be the center-
piece of the post-Interstate construc-
tion era. In effect, what we are talking
about here today are the crown jewels
of America’s highways.

As I mentioned earlier, a number of
accommodations have been reached on
this bill since it was reported from the
committee. As reported, it contained a
provision that would have repealed
Federal safety regulation of 40 percent
of the truck traffic on the roads today.
That provision has since been dropped
from the bill.

It also originally contained a provi-
sion known as the ‘‘trigger’’ which
would have jeopardized the entire fis-
cal year 1997 Federal Highway and
Transit Program. This provision, at my

insistence, and the minority’s insist-
ence, has also been dropped from the
bill we are considering today.

And again, for those who continue to
have concerns over the repeal of the
national speed limit, or with the repeal
of motorcycle helmet laws, as proposed
by this bill, the democratic process is
at work here today and we will have
ample opportunity to address those is-
sues.

So again, once the debates are ended,
I urge all Members to support final pas-
sage of this bill.

In closing, I do, once again, commend
the chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], and the
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], for
their work on this measure. And I pay
special personal and professional trib-
ute to our dear friend, the gentleman
from California, NORM MINETA, the
ranking Democrat member on our
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, who will leave this body
next month.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MINETA] will be remembered by all of
us for the many great things he has ac-
complished for his constituents and for
the Nation as a whole during his serv-
ice to the U.S. Congress. Today I take
just a brief moment to salute him for
his diligence to highway safety. His
concern is not only for our public infra-
structure, but for our environment, our
future transportation policy, indeed,
for our very future in this country, by
ensuring that we have better roads and
bridges, and improved safety for the
people who travel upon them. NORM MI-
NETA has served as chairman of four of
our subcommittees on the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure,
and of course he has served as chair-
man of the full then Committee on
Public Works and Transportation. A
prime architect of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act,
NORM MINETA has made his mark on
the bill before us today as well. It is,
again, a measure that we should all
support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to
join in recognizing the gentleman from
California, NORM MINETA, and the out-
standing contributions he has made,
not only to this committee and to his
State of California, but to the Nation
as a whole. I put an extensive state-
ment in the RECORD Monday night rel-
ative to our distinguished colleague,
and I would commend it to all of my
colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] for a colloquy.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing to me.

Mr. Chairman, I have been concerned
for some time over the growing short-
age of qualified commercial truck driv-
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my own personal experience in the in-
dustry, as well as from my service on
the Surface Transportation Sub-
committee in the last Congress. Esti-
mates are that there are 300,000 drivers
needed in the industry per year over
the next 10 years.

As you know, several years ago Con-
gress required that any person operat-
ing a commercial vehicle must have a
commercial drivers license [CDL] is-
sued by his or her State of domicile.
According to the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, this has had two impor-
tant impacts on driver training:

First, it has limited the actual be-
hind-the-wheel experience for potential
drivers, which is critical to effective
driver training.

Second, in addition, if a driver wishes
to move temporarily to another State
to undergo driver training, he or she
cannot obtain either a learner’s permit
or a CDL because of the domicile re-
quirements previously mentioned.

b 1315

Recognizing these problems, the Fed-
eral Highway Administration issued a
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in 1990
to correct the situation. However, due
to more pressing matters, the action
was not finalized. I understand that
FHWA is now in the process of pursu-
ing the issue, due to increased interest
and the need for truck drivers. And I
think it is important to note that not
only has the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration recognized the problem; but the
industry, represented by the American
Trucking Associations has also sup-
ported a change.

For the purpose of expediting this
rulemaking, I would simply like to ask
the chairman whether you believe it
appropriate for the Federal Highway
Administration to address this issue,
particularly with regard to issuing
learners’ permits.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would respond
to my friend, I certainly do think it is
appropriate. The Federal Government
has already required issuance of CDL’s
by the States. I am pleased Federal
Highways is addressing this situation,
and I fervently hope that they will
move very expeditiously on this rule-
making.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, because
he has devoted so much of his career to
improved transportation policy in this
country, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MINETA], the ranking mi-
nority member.

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, today,
two critical problems threaten the Na-
tion’s infrastructure and transpor-
tation program. First, if Congress does
not designate the National Highway
System by October 1 of this year, $5.2
billion of transportation funds will not

go to the States. Second, because of an
arcane budget scorekeeping rule, our
highway programs face an estimated 13
percent, or $2.7 billion, cut across the
board next year. The bill before the
House today addresses both these is-
sues: It designates the NHS and fixes
the budget problem.

Mr. Chairman, I did support the bill
as reported by the Transportation
Committee. During committee consid-
eration of the bill, several controver-
sial safety amendments were adopted.
When I considered these amendment,
together with provisions already in the
bill which were troublesome, I con-
cluded that the bill no longer rep-
resented a viable means to designate
the NHS and I could not in good con-
science support it.

However, since reporting the bill, our
committee leadership has worked to-
gether long and hard to work out a
compromise and refocus this bill on
designating the NHS, and I want to
particularly commend Chairman SHU-
STER, our very fine friend, Chairman
PETRI, and the gentleman from West
Virginia, Mr. RAHALL, for their long,
hard efforts to reach this compromise.
We all recognize the importance of this
bill and have worked hard to minimize
the kind of controversies which could
impede its progress, even where that
meant accepting policies which were
contrary to each of our own positions,
but really which were necessary to
move the bill forward on a bipartisan
basis. The result of all of our efforts
has been a better bill.

Like any compromise, if perfectly re-
flects none of our views. Each of us can
say there are many things in this bill
we like and things we do not like. For
instance, this compromise bill does not
include the truth in budgeting provi-
sions which the committee adopted and
which I strongly support. These provi-
sions would have taken the transpor-
tation trust funds off-budget and re-
dedicated them to their original pur-
pose.

However, this bipartisan compromise
bill also does not include the so-called
trigger provision which I strongly op-
pose. The trigger provision would have
sequestered fiscal year 1997 highway
and transit funds in the hopes of forc-
ing the reauthorization of ISTEA next
year. In my opinion, such a provision
would break our commitment to the
States and needlessly create uncer-
tainty at a time when we should be re-
building our highways, bridges, and
transit systems.

In addition, the reported bill included
a provision which I strongly opposed
which would have waived all safety
standards for commercial vehicles be-
tween 10,000 and 26,000 pounds. Under
this blanket waiver of truck safety
standards, nearly 40 percent of all cur-
rently regulated trucks on the road
would have been completely exempt
from important Federal safety require-
ments such as driver qualifications and
drug and alcohol prohibitions.

However, again working together on
a bipartisan basis, the en bloc amend-
ment which the chairman of our com-
mittee will offer today includes a
somewhat improved version on this
issue. Under the new provision, the
Secretary of Transportation will estab-
lish a pilot program to exempt motor
carriers of regulatory requirements
only, only if, after normal notice and
comment, he finds that the carrier
would have safety programs that
achieve a level of safety equal to or
greater than if they complied with the
regulations. While this compromise
language is not perfect, and I remain
worried about opening the flood gates
to truck safety exemptions. I believe
that the provision in this en bloc
amendment is much improved from its
original form in the original legisla-
tion.

Despite these many improvements to
the reported bill, the compromise bill
still includes several controversial
highway safety amendments which I
adamantly oppose. This bill would re-
peal the Federal speed limit and allow
States to have no speed limit at all if
they wished. I would effectively repeal
the motorcycle helmet requirement.
And it would waive a variety of truck
safety standards for specific industries.
I believe that these provisions seri-
ously threaten both our Nation’s high-
way safety and the likelihood that
Congress will be able to approve the
NHS in a timely manner.

Therefore, although I support this
bill overall, there are provisions in this
bill which I strongly oppose. like the
safety amendments, and which I expect
the full House will revisit today. As we
discuss these safety issues today and
amid all the rhetoric about States’
rights, let us not forget why we are
here: To designate the National High-
way System and to fix a budget prob-
lem. Let us not allow this bill to in-
clude provisions which threaten these
important objectives.

If I might also ask of the subcommit-
tee Chair, or the ranking member, in-
dulgence in a little more time, I want
to thank again the members of the
committee who have expressed their
generous comments about my work.

But one thing about the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
is that it has always been a very
strongly bipartisan committee. Wheth-
er it is the professional staff or the
members, we have always tried to
make sure public policy is in the fore-
front. So I would like to thank every-
one for the courtesies that have been
extended to me in the 20 years plus
that I have been in the House.

I particularly want to commend my
good friend, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], whom I will
miss very much. We have had a long
career of working together on this
committee. Mr. Chairman, I salute you
and thank you very, very much for
your working with all of us.

Then of course, to the chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI],VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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who chaired this specific subcommit-
tee, and to my very good friend, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL]. I will cherish your friendship
and your advice and counsel you have
given to me over these long years.

Of course, it goes without saying I
am going to miss especially my seat
mate, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. OBERSTAR]. We came together in
1974. We have been very close personal
friends. We have both gone through
some very troubling times in the
House, and we have counseled each
other on a personal basis as well as on
a professional basis. JIM, I will always
hold you very close and dear to me.

Of course, to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], again, a very, very close and
wonderful friend.

So I leave without regret. I am going
to miss everyone, but by the same
token, I know that this committee will
carry on its very fine work. Again, I
want to thank all the members of the
committee as well as the professional
staff for their wonderful work.

Ken House has been with me for all
these years, and there is no one who
probably knows this title of the United
States Code better than Ken House,
and he is sort of like a real reference
book. Ken, I want to just thank you
again for all the hours you have spent
and the time I have called you on the
phone at 11 at night and bothered you
at home, but again, thank you very
much, and to all of you, thank you.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. BORSKI], the ranking
member of our Subcommittee on Water
Resources and Environment.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, let me
first thank the gentleman from West
Virginia for yielding me this time, the
distinguished chairman of our Sub-
committee on Surface Water and Envi-
ronment, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. PETRI], our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], our outstanding ranking mem-
ber of our committee, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

Let me simply say, Mr. Chairman,
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. MINETA] has been a great leader of
this committee and in this Congress
and a great American. I shall remem-
ber forever all the excellent work that
was done on the ISTEA legislation a
few years back, the long hours, the dif-
ficult hours, and difficult issues. We
got a piece of legislation through that
this country can be very proud of, in-
novative, advancing our transportation
system, and it would not have hap-
pened without the strong leadership of
the gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA].

I shall also miss him as the ranking
member, and while we had great suc-
cesses with the ISTEA legislation on
this side of the aisle, our successes

were not so great in the Clean Water
Act, but his leadership and friendship
and guidance on that bill were ex-
tremely important to me and valuable
to this process, and I shall miss him
very, very much. I wish him great suc-
cess in all he does, and I know he will
be extremely successful.

Mr. Chairman, it is absolutely criti-
cal to our Nation’s transportation sys-
tem to have the National Highway Sys-
tem designated so that the States can
have their fiscal year 1996 NHS funds.

I fully and strongly support the des-
ignation of the National Highway Sys-
tem.

I also believe we must correct the 10–
0–3 problem that will result in an un-
fortunate reduction in the Nation’s
Surface Transportation Program.

However, the bill that is before us
does much more than those two essen-
tial actions.

This bill is being used as a backdoor
means of rewriting the compromises
that made the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 a
major breakthrough in transportation
policy.

I am concerned that this bill is anti-
urban, anti-metropolitan and anti-en-
vironment.

In recycling funds to solve the 10–0–3
problem, the bill provides another ave-
nue for States to pressure MPO’s into
allowing STP funds that are attributed
to that area to be used outside that
area. What is the purpose of this at-
tempt to rewrite the carefully con-
structed ISTEA compromise?

The bill also allows Sea-Mack funds
to be used for purposes other than to
meet air quality standards or to pro-
vide air quality benefits, which is the
requirement under current law.

We can solve the 10–0–3 problem with-
out rewriting ISTEA, without changing
the rules for using the STP money and
without setting up new procedures to
transfer money out of metropolitan
areas.

I am also concerned about section 301
which makes a larger cut in operating
assistance for large transit systems
than for smaller transit systems.

If we are going to cut operating as-
sistance, then all systems should bear
this cut equally.

The provision is unfair to the riders
of metropolitan area transit systems
who pay their fares just like the riders
of the smaller systems.

Unfortunately, it appears that the
critics of transit operating assistance
believe the cuts should only come from
certain systems, not all systems.

This bill makes it harder for metro-
politan areas to solve their transpor-
tation problems. Transit operating as-
sistance will be cut, resulting in higher
fares and less service which will force
people off the transit systems and into
their cars.

Then we are allowing STP money to
be transferred out of the urban areas
and allowing congestion mitigation
money to be used for other purposes.

These changes are unnecessary re-
treats from the first-ever recognition

in ISTEA of the special needs of metro-
politan areas.

These changes are bad transportation
policy.

Mr. Chairman, these provisions raise
important questions about the direc-
tion of our national transportation pol-
icy. I hope that some—or all—of these
problems can be corrected as the bill
works its way through the process.

b 1330

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
ROSE].

(Mr. ROSE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
RAHALL], the ranking member, for
yielding this time to me, and I just
want to compliment the chairman and
the members of this committee for this
bill.

The section in this bill that deals
with identification of high-priority
corridors specifies a route of Interstate
73 and Interstate 74 through North
Carolina that is the culmination of a
tremendous amount of work that has
been done by Members of Congress and
especially the North Carolina Board of
Transportation. It could not have hap-
pened without the good ear and the
good help of the full committee, the
chairmen of the subcommittee on both
sides of the aisle, and I want to thank
them and urge my colleagues to
strongly support this legislation.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
61⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], the current
ranking minority member on the Sub-
committee on Aviation, and any day,
or any hour now, to be the new ranking
member of our full committee.

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this bill. I shall vote for
the bill on final passage, notwithstand-
ing the outcome of votes which we will
have on highway safety issues.

I want to make it very clearly I urge
all Members on our side, all Members
of the House, to support this legisla-
tion. I want to compliment the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER] on his first highway bill, not ex-
actly his first highway bill, but his
first as chairman. He has been a part-
ner with us on this side of the aisle for
many years as we have crafted highway
legislation. He has been a partner in
developing what is the world’s finest
highway system bar none anywhere, in
any country, and I know that his con-
tinued vigilance and enthusiasm for
the highway program will ensure that
we stay on track of maintaining the
Nation’s portfolio of highways, bridges,
and seeing to the future growth needs
of America which are founded upon our
Nation’s highways and bridges.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Nonetheless, Mr. Chairman, I do have

some reservations about this legisla-
tion. It is in vogue in this 104th Con-
gress to turn responsibilities back to
the State or to give States new respon-
sibilities, but the highway program is
unique. On the interstate highway; 90
percent of the funds are Federal, 10 per-
cent State. The noninterstate, 80 per-
cent with matching funds provided by
the State or local governments. The
Federal Government raises the money,
but States decide where the roads go,
except for the Interstate System,
which was thrashed out at the national
level in consultation with State gov-
ernments, and we are at the same point
again, designating the post-Interstate
Highway System, the National High-
way System.

Unfortunately, however, Mr. Chair-
man, I think this legislation surrenders
more authority to States for decisions
on highways than is proper, than
should be the appropriate balance of
Federal and State responsibilities and
one of the reasons Members over the
last 10 years have come to the chair-
man and ranking member on the
former Committee on Public Works
and Transportation, now Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure,
with complaints, is that States have
not been responsive, sufficiently, to
local concerns.

They say: ‘‘This highway or high-pri-
ority item in my district is not being
built.’’ The fundamental reason was
the State made a decision not to do it
or not to do it for 10, or 15, or 20 years,
and ultimately we took on the respon-
sibility of including in national legisla-
tion specifically designated highway
segments that were of national signifi-
cance and said to the State, ‘‘You shall
build these segments.’’ I think in a
couple of years we will be back here
again with complaints from Members
saying the Governor, or the State
Highway Department, is not responsive
to my constituents. They are not build-
ing the roads that are high priority,
necessary for economic growth,
progress, not repairing the bridges, and
would we, please, put something in the
highway bill to do it, or they will go to
the Committee on Appropriations and
ask them to do it.

Mr. Speaker, that is the reservation I
have about this bill as a policy matter,
and I hope that in time we will address
that matter and focus more authority
at the national level as I think Mem-
bers should have input because, after
all, these roads go through our dis-
tricts, serve our constituents, our com-
munities, our local economic growth.

The other concern that I have about
the legislation, and I will offer an
amendment to deal with it, is the safe-
ty issue. This amendment will focus on
gathering information. It is not a new
mandate. It is not a new requirement.
It does not require any cost of the
States. It does not take money away
nor give them incentives to do any-
thing. It just says, ‘‘Gather informa-
tion with the tools you already have

about crashes, who pays, who gets hurt
in crashes, how long are people hos-
pitalized, what are the economic con-
sequences locally, what are the con-
sequences for health care providers.’’

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to take
actions to diminish national highway
safety standards, then the public ought
to know what the consequences are,
and we ought to have that information
gathered so that at the appropriate
time we can make the right policy
judgments on highway safety.

Before concluding though, Mr. Chair-
man, I wanted to take this opportunity
to pay very special tribute to our de-
parting former chairman, the current
ranking member, my friend, my
seatmate of nearly 21 years, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA].
We unveiled his portrait in the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure on Monday evening. There
was a beautiful outpouring of praise.
At the appropriate time I shall have
that included in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD because those words need to be
memorialized. There is no person of
greater integrity, commitment to pub-
lic service, commitment to duty, com-
mitment to fellow legislators, than the
gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA]. He has been a personal friend, a
professional friend, a person impec-
cable integrity who leaves an aura of
great distinction upon this body.

Mr. Chairman, when asked, on the
day he made his announcement of leav-
ing the Congress, what he would like to
be remembered for, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA] simply
said, ‘‘For all the people in my district,
that I never forget their names.’’ There
is no greater example of public service
and of caring for people than that re-
mark or than this person, my friend,
Mr. MINETA.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT],
my congressional neighbor.

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, a sharply worded Cum-
berland Times editorial about U.S.
Route 220 in western Maryland hit the
highway nail right on the head: I
quote: ‘‘U.S. Route 220 North is argu-
ably the most dangerous stretch of
highway in the (tristate) area * * *
(its) s-curves make the road an obsta-
cle course fraught with danger.’’ In ad-
dition to highlighting the frightening
hazards of 220’s 3-mile twist in
Alleghany County, the Times editorial
rightfully noted the value of an im-
proved Route 220 to the economic de-
velopment of a region ripe with prom-
ise and perfect for business growth.
The inclusion of Route 220 as a des-
ignated highway in our national road-
way network will serve as the founda-
tion upon which the region can build a
better 220 and, consequently, a brighter
tomorrow for all those dependent upon
it.

Before today, any substantial discussion in
western Maryland about the overall economic
development of the tristate region was hin-
dered by a lack of regionwide attention to—
and funding for—Route 220.

With this comprehensive bill and
thanks to the effective leadership of
Committee Chairman BUD SHUSTER and
Maryland’s State Highway Administra-
tion, we’re seeing Route 220 get what it
certainly deserves: a designated place
in our National Highway System. The
measure before the House today appro-
priately includes the full stretches of
Route 220—in Maryland, Pennsylvania,
and West Virginia—as key highway
links in the National Highway System.

As a result, planned improvements for
Route 220 will receive Federal funding priority.
In the long history of Route 220, this is good
news, very good news.

The improvement of Route 220 north
of Cumberland is not only important to
Maryland but also to our neighbors in
Pennsylvania and West Virginia. Route
220 continues into these States from
Maryland. Maryland—under the im-
pressive guidance of Transportation
Secretary David Winstead, Highway
Administrator Hal Kassoff, and House
Speaker Cas Taylor—has authorized
funding for right-of-way acquisition.
Construction targets for Maryland’s
section of the road are within reach.
For Route 220 to realize its full poten-
tial, it is imperative—as Speaker Tay-
lor as consistently noted—that West
Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania
join forces to make Route 220 an asset
to the region rather than a hurdle to
development and safety.

Improvements to Route 220 in any one of
the three States must be matched by cor-
responding improvements to Route 220 in the
others. I believe that this legislation is a terrific
catalyst for such change, cooperation, and
progress.

I look forward to the continuation of
a Route 220 coalition dedicated to the
completion of 220 improvements
throughout the tristate region. I will
soon be meeting with my colleagues
from West Virginia and Pennsylvania
in an effort to lend whatever assistance
we can to the project.

At this juncture—and on behalf of
those who share our interest in Route
220—I want to commend Chairman
SHUSTER and urge the House to adopt
the National Highway System lan-
guage as detailed in the bill.

The State of Maryland has advised me that
more than 7,500 vehicles face the Route 220
minefield daily. That number is predicted to
double by 2015. In the name of safety and for
the benefit of the region, it is essential that we
give Route 220 the attention it deserves and
the backing it needs to become a reality rather
than a roadblock to progress.

I also want to thank Subcommittee
Chairman TOM PETRI for his assistance
in redesignating $440,000 in unused
funds from Route 48 in Washington
County for use in the I–70/I–270 inter-
change project, another very important
project in our district, as part of H.R.
2274.

Frederick County is one of Maryland’s fast-
est growing communities. Yet, the FrederickVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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area is virtually the last place in America
where major criss-crossing interstates lack
complete, accessible, and safe connecting
interchanges and sufficient highway feeder
networks. Construction of the I–70/I–270 inter-
change is one of the highest priorities in the
State of Maryland. The release of this
$440,000 will help accelerate the work on
phase I of this critical highway improvement
project. This is one more step to ensure that
Frederick County can remain an active force
in the growth of the State’s economy and that
of the entire western Maryland region.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MAS-
CARA], a new member of our commit-
tee, one who has rolled up his sleeves
and is ready to go to work on these is-
sues.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MASCARA] is
recognized for 1 minute and 30 seconds.

(Mr. MASCARA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the chairman of
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Mr. SHUSTER, as well as
the ranking members, Mr. MINETA and
Mr. RAHALL, for their hard work in
bringing this important legislation be-
fore the House of Representatives
today. With the September 30 deadline
fast approaching for congressional ap-
proval of the National Highway System
as required by ISTEA, I support House
passage of the NHS designation bill—
H.R. 2274.

It is important to point out that
whatever feelings Members may have
regarding certain amendments which
were added or rejected during the
Transportation Committee’s markup
or ones to be considered here today on
the House floor; designation of the Na-
tional Highway System is the most im-
portant part of this bill and the fun-
damental reason why the House should
pass H.R. 2274.

Before coming to Congress, I served
as chairman of the Washington County
Board of Commissioners for 15 years
and was actively involved in promoting
transportation and economic develop-
ment projects in southwestern Penn-
sylvania. One of my main objectives as
a local elected official was to create
jobs through the promotion of sound
economic growth. My experience has
taught me, as studies all over the
world have shown, that there is strong
correlation between quality transpor-
tation systems and economic growth.
For our nation to succeed, both domes-
tically and in the international mar-
ket-place, we need a top quality trans-
portation system. The designation of
the National Highway System is a vital
step in the process to achieving a mod-
ern, integrated transportation system
for the next century.

I also know how important it is to
hundreds of local economies through-
out the country that there be no delay
in delivering Federal transportation
dollars—not to mention the hundreds

of companies and thousands of con-
struction workers that could be ad-
versely affected if the National High-
way System is not designated on sched-
ule.

States and localities all across this
country have complied with Federal
transportation regulations in formulat-
ing their States’ plan. State DOTs have
their transportation projects ready for
construction. Let us do our job, let us
make sure that we pass H.R. 2274 and
literally keep the country moving in
the right direction.

Than you again to Chairman SHU-
STER, ranking member Mr. MINETA,
who I might add will be sorely missed
from our committee, where he served
as chairman during the 103d Congress
and as a distinguished member of the
House of Representatives as he moves
on to life after politics. Also thank you
to Surface Transportation Subcommit-
tee chairman Mr. PETRI, and ranking
member Mr. RAHALL for their diligent
work on this legislation and I ask that
all my colleagues support passage of
H.R. 2274.

b 1345

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. KIM].

(Mr. KIM asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this House Resolu-
tion 2274, and I would like to enter into
a colloquy with the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], the chairman of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

Mr. Chairman, I plan to offer an
amendment that lets States use the ad-
vance construction mechanism during
the final year of multiyear authoriza-
tion. Advance construction allows
States to begin a highway project with
the State’s own funds and then apply
for reimbursement from future alloca-
tions.

I would like to point out that this
does not commit the Federal Govern-
ment to reimburse the project. It sim-
ply allows the State to apply for reim-
bursement. As the chairman knows,
many States rely heavily upon advance
construction programs. California,
Florida, and many other States, in-
cluding Pennsylvania, all commit over
75 percent of their annual highway ap-
portionments through advance con-
struction programs. Yet, because of a
limitation we have under the current
law, States cannot use their own
money and then later ask for reim-
bursement in the last year of author-
ization. This is ridiculous.

I have been told, Mr. Chairman, that
California will have to delay almost
$500 million in projects over a year be-
cause of this provision.

I should also point out that my
amendment is nothing new. In the past
States were allowed to use advance
construction programs at the end of a
multiyear authorization. In fact, the

advance construction law from 1987 to
1990 was almost identical to the amend-
ment I plan to offer today. My amend-
ment would simply restore this provi-
sion, which is badly needed in States
like California, Florida and other
States.

Mr. Chairman, even the Senate rec-
ognized this problem and included an
advance construction provision in their
language in their NHS bill. Their lan-
guage is about the same as mine.

I am willing to withhold my amend-
ment Mr. Chairman, because of the
commitment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] to work
with me in conference and perfect a set
of language, and I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KIM. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman and wish to say
that Congressman KIM has certainly
been a leader on our committee in
bringing focus to many important is-
sues, including this one about advance
construction.

Mr. Chairman, I understand it is a
very important issue in California and
other States. Indeed, without the pro-
vision, California could be forced to
delay hundreds of millions of dollars. I
do not believe it was the intent of Con-
gress to cause such a delay, and I will
be pleased to work with the gentleman
in conference with the Senate to per-
fect this language. The Senate does
have language, and I believe that we
will strongly support it.

Mr. KIM. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today

in strong support of this bill to designate the
National Highway System [NHS].

When Congress passed the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act [ISTEA], it
directed the Federal Highway Administration to
develop a national highway system prioritize
our Nation’s roadways. In these times of
shrinking Federal budgets, our Nation must
focus highway funds on our most heavily trav-
eled roads. This bill to designate the NHS ful-
fills that objective.

Mr. Speaker, by improving the Nation’s most
important transportation routes through the
designation of the NHS, we can sharpen our
competitive edge in international markets. In
North Dakota, our farmers rely on high quality
transportation routes to remain the most com-
petitive producers in the world. To preserve
and improve our competitive edge in agri-
culture, we must designate commodity trans-
portation routes as national priorities. Again,
the NHS bill accomplishes that goal.

In addition to designating the NHS, this bill
returns to the States important decisionmaking
authority over transportation policy. An exam-
ple, is the provision in the bill to repeal the
Federal speed limit. I am an original cospon-
sor of legislation to repeal the Federal speed
limit, and I am pleased it has been included in
H.R. 2274.

I believe that the individual States are in the
best position to establish safe and appropriate
speed limits based on local driving conditions.
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our share of wide open spaces. A speed limit
that may be appropriate for the congested
Northeast corridor is not at all suitable for the
Great Plains. A simple and proper remedy is
to allow the States to decide.

Today, Representative LOWEY will offer an
amendment which would require States to
enact zero tolerance, laws that would make it
illegal for underage drivers to drive with a
blood-alcohol content of .02 or higher. Under
the Lowey amendment, failure to enact a zero-
tolerance law would result in the Federal Gov-
ernment withholding 5 percent of highway
funds in 1999 and 10 percent thereafter.

While I understand and support the intent of
the Lowey amendment, I strongly object the
imposition of a heavyhanded Federal sanction
to achieve that end. I would certainly join with
Representative LOWEY in encouraging States
to adopt tough, strict drunk-driving laws. How-
ever, I do not believe that the Federal Govern-
ment should dictate legislation to the States
under threat of Federal sanction. The Lowey
amendment is inconsistent with the bill before
us today which repeals Federal sanctions and
returns power and decisionmaking authority to
the States. Therefore, I reluctantly, yet strong-
ly, urge my colleagues to oppose the Lowey
amendment and support this bill to designate
the National Highway System.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of H.R. 2274, legisla-
tion designating the National Highway System
[NHS]. This legislation not only designates the
NHS as established as part of ISTEA, but it
makes a number of important policy changes.

I am particularly supportive of this legislation
because it recognizes the importance of Inter-
state 35 as a high priority corridor. I–35 is the
only interstate in our Nation that connects
Canada, Mexico, and the United States. I–35
is particularly vital to my district of Fort Worth
and my home State of Texas because it
serves as our main corridor of trade with Mex-
ico.

In 1993, our country ratified the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. This was the first
step in improving our economy and strength-
ening our trading relationship with our neigh-
bors to the North and South. However, the
passage of NAFTA was only the first step.
The responsibility of the Congress did not end
with that historic vote. We must now act col-
lectively to make the most of NAFTA by devel-
oping an infrastructure that maximizes the
benefits of this agreement.

One of the ways that we can accomplish
this is to create a NAFTA Superhighway Sys-
tem. This concept continues to gain momen-
tum around our Nation as an alternative to ef-
fectively and efficiently move cargo from point
to point and from country to country. By rec-
ognizing the key arteries of trade in our Nation
and utilizing the latest transportation tech-
nologies available, we can make great strides
in ensuring that products manufactured in the
United States reach their destinations in Mex-
ico and Canada as quickly and as cheaply as
possible.

The system that I and a number of my col-
leagues envision as providing the greatest
economic benefit is one that uses I–35, from
Laredo, TX to Duluth, MN as the trunk of a
NAFTA superhighway system tree. From this
trunk, the system will reach out like branches
to the North and South, East and West. This
option would tie together the major economic
centers of our Nation with Canada and Mexico

and ensure that all parts of our country benefit
from international trade and NAFTA.

Mr. Chairman, I want to applaud our col-
leagues on the Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee for recognizing the importance
of I–35 to the continued economic growth of
the United States. I look forward to continuing
to work with them and all the Members of the
House on doing all that we can to realize the
benefits of international trade and NAFTA.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2274, the National
Highway System Designation Act.

I commend Chairman SHUSTER and Chair-
man PETRI, as well as their hardworking staffs,
for their tireless efforts in bringing a bipartisan
bill to the floor which not only reauthorizes the
NHS but addresses funding shortfall problems
which, if not corrected, will fall on the backs of
our States.

The other day a reporter, during an inter-
view about the NHS, mentioned to me that the
NHS bill was, according to her editor, not very
exciting. While roads and bridges do not nec-
essarily equal the gripping drama of the O.J.
Simpson trial or a Clint Eastwood movie, the
NHS is essential to each and every person in
this country.

The NHS represents some of our Nation’s
most heavily traveled byways, and while only
containing 4 percent of U.S. roads, supports
40 percent of total vehicle travel and 75 per-
cent of heavy truck travel. More importantly to
anyone who travels our roads, the NHS
means safety for travelers. Improvement of
NHS routes, including widespread lanes and
shoulders, controlled access and divided
lanes, will help reduce accidents and fatalities.
The NHS will help alleviate congestion on
crowded urban highways. Also, it should not
be overlooked that adoption of the NHS will
not increase taxes. The funding will come from
existing highway user-fees deposited in the
Highway Trust Fund.

While this legislation corrects many prob-
lems and gives States flexibility, it successfully
fixes the 1003(c) problem. This problem is the
result of highway spending exceeding the esti-
mates placed into ISTEA. If not corrected,
1003(c) will result in an estimated $4.2 billion
in highway funds being cut from State appor-
tionments in fiscal year 1996. For Ohio alone,
not solving 1003(c) would mean a loss of
$98.8 million. Additionally, for Ohio and other
minimum allocation States, this legislation ef-
fectively addresses this issue.

Although taking transportation trust funds off
budget is not in the bill we are debating today,
I wanted to take this opportunity to commend
the leadership of Chairman SHUSTER and
ranking member MINETA, in addressing this
issue. They have set the stage for this essen-
tial measure being brought before the House
so we can decide this issue once and for all.

H.R. 842, legislation which will take trans-
portation trust funds off budget, will put the
trust back in the trust funds. In my State of
Ohio, the Ohio Department of Transportation
reports that we send about $1 billion in Fed-
eral motor fuel taxes to Washington annually.
Last year, however, Ohio got back only $600
million of that money in Federal highway
funds. What happened to the rest? Of the re-
maining $400 million, $345 million of Ohio gas
taxes went to pay for the Federal deficit, while
the remaining disappeared into what ODOT
has termed ‘‘a bureaucratic black hole inside
the beltway.’’ This trust fund was created to

keep funds for transportation projects around
the country. Previous Congresses have
abused the transportation trust fund as a
smokescreen for their overspending in the
general fund. I commend the Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee for their commit-
ment to put an end to these budget shenani-
gans.

Finally, I would be remiss if I failed to add
my voice to the many others who have com-
mended ranking member NORM MINETA. As a
new Member of Congress, I have come to
have the utmost respect for Congressman MI-
NETA’s insight, arguments and bipartisan han-
dling of transportation issues. My regret is that
his departure from this body will deprive our
number of great wisdom. I shall greatly miss
his presence and wish him nothing but the
best.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my colleagues to
support H.R. 2274.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today in support of the provisions of my
bill, H.R. 2144, the hours of service exemption
provisions, that have been included in the
manager’s amendment to the National High-
way System legislation.

The hours of service requirements have se-
verely restricted the ability of utility providers
and others from performing their jobs. While
the regulation had the good intention of im-
proving safety for long-haul, transcontinental
motor freight carriers, the regulations applied
to all drivers of all vehicles that exceed a cer-
tain weight, irrespective of how the motor vehi-
cle was employed. Many trucks and heavy
equipment belonging to utility providers fell
under this regulation. It imposed operational
hardship on utility providers and also affected
consumers.

In the case of utility vehicle drivers, most of
the on-time duty is actually spent repairing util-
ity lines and poles—not driving. However, be-
cause of the hours of service regulations, the
driver is often prohibited from driving after
being out on a major repair call. In addition,
this regulation causes a paperwork burden for
utility companies in order to comply with it.

The bottom line is this regulation can have
an adverse effect on many important services.
Being from a cold-weather State, I know the
kind of damage ice and wind can have on util-
ity poles and lines during the winter months.
Unfortunately, the regulations prevent utility
companies from using the summer months to
rebuild lines and prepare them for the harsh
winter. This ultimately affects the price and
quality of utility service.

Under the NHS bill, utility providers would
be permitted to have their limit on maximum
driving and on-duty time be reset whenever
they have an off-duty period of 24 hours. I be-
lieve that this is a step in the right direction.
And after speaking with my Nebraska utility
providers, they are pleased with this provision.
They feel that this exemption will help them
provide better service and prices to their cus-
tomers.

I’m pleased with the attention the hours of
service regulations have received. I would like
to thank the Transportation Committee and my
colleagues for their support of these exemp-
tions and call on Congress to continue to work
to make these and other regulations more
sensible.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I support this
National Highway System designation bill and
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this important legislation. This bill that we will
pass today represents a major step in the right
direction for further establishing highways as a
national priority.

There is a provision in the bill that I am very
interested in and remain committed in moving
forward. That provision is the I–69 interstate
highway project. This national highway is not
only important because of the potential bene-
fits for my district, but for all of Texas and the
Nation as well.

The bill contains provisions that designate I–
69 as a high priority corridor. There is also a
provision that establishes I–69 through Hous-
ton, TX.

In my district, the development of the I–69
corridor will enhance mobility. Development of
the I–69 corridor will assist in the widening
and improvements along the Southwest Free-
way from Rosenberg to Houston.

Interstate 69 will be truly multi modal linking
highway, rail, air, and ports together like a net-
work. The Texas gulf ports, for example, rep-
resent a massive source of wealth for the en-
tire State. Together they generate $40.9 billion
in trade—in 1993. I–69 provides for the contin-
ued growth of the port facilities and provides
high quality interstate access to the trading
centers throughout the Midwest and the North-
east.

I support designation of the I–69 corridor in
the NHS legislation. I also support the Federal
participation in I–69’s locational study efforts. I
will also support in any way that I can the
Texas Department of Transportation’s efforts
to accelerate this planning and construction
process for the I–69 corridor.

As cochairman of the I–69 caucus, I believe
that the development of the I–69 corridor will
induce regional development and begin a
process of uniting States and counties into a
trade/distribution market with benefits accruing
to the I–69 region and the entire State where
I–69 traverses.

This process begins with the development
of the infrastructure—the development of the
I–69 corridor. With increased trade with Mex-
ico, the potential economic benefits gained by
the completion of the I–69 corridor are tremen-
dous.

Mr. Chairman, I have merely scratched the
surface with regards to the benefits I–69 will
provide for the future of Texas and to the Na-
tion. I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
this important highway legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, as the
House debates the National Highway System
designated, I would like to commend the
members of the Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee on the bipartisan manner in
which this legislation was written. Throughout
my career in public service, I have worked
very closely with transportation issues and I
understand the impact that Federal highway
programs have on everyone’s daily lives.

Understanding the importance of a strong
infrastructure, I am very pleased that this bill
begins the process of funding Interstate Route
69, the Mid-Continent Highway. This super-
highway, which will run from Mexico to Michi-
gan will be a gigantic boost to our Nation’s
economy. With the increasing levels of com-
merce in North America due to the North
American Free-Trade Agreement, a roadway
that traverses the continent would be essential
to helping the agreement reach its full poten-
tial.

The highway will help create thousands of
jobs, improve industrial productivity, and re-

duce transportation costs. The prosperity of
our Nation is directly linked on our ability to
move people and goods efficiently. I applaud
the committee for their support of Interstate 69
and look forward to continuing the process to
bring the dream of this highway to fruition.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, as this
House considers H.R. 2274, the National
Highway System Designation Act, it continues
to engage in a long standing debate on the
broader issue of Federal mandates. As is
found in the content of H.R. 2274, previous
legislation of the 104th Congress has estab-
lished a theme consistent with the main tenets
of the 10th Amendment to the U.S. Constitu-
tion which states ‘‘The powers not delegated
to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to
the States respectively, or to the people.’’

The basis for which Chairman BUD SHU-
STER’s able leadership should be commended
is in his clear commitment to the 10th amend-
ment and to those efforts designed to em-
power the States and the people. Therefore,
with the chairman’s input, H.R. 2274 recog-
nizes that individual States have unique needs
and priorities that they are best suited to ad-
dress. In addition, the legislation cuts the Fed-
eral seatbelts that attempt to harness individ-
ual citizens from dangers best determined by
themselves.

There is no better example of Federal man-
dates being inconsistent with the Constitution
than that of Federal statutes which require that
States pass laws requiring the use of motor-
cycle helmets or face reduced highway fund-
ing. The history of motorcycle helmet laws
stems from the 102d Congress and 1991 leg-
islation that rings with Federal bureaucracy:
The Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act [ISTEA]. ISTEA penalizes States
that do not enact motorcycle helmet and auto
seat belt use laws by withholding up to 3 per-
cent of their highway construction funds. The
Motorcycle Riders Foundation has eloquently
countered the faulty wisdom of these infallible
laws in stating:

Helmet laws raise very personal and emo-
tional issues for motorcyclists. Issues like:
adults being responsible for themselves; free-
dom of thought and expression; the govern-
ment telling citizens how they must appear
in public—a helmet is a piece of apparel; a
person being forced to place an item on their
body which they feel is not in their best in-
terest and; the appropriate level of govern-
ment control of and intervention into per-
sonal behavior.

I could not agree more with this rational po-
sition. This is why I am a cosponsor of H.R.
899, a bill to eliminate the penalties for non-
compliance by States with the program requir-
ing the use of motorcycle helmets. Chairman
DON YOUNG, who presides over the Resources
Committee of which I am a member, intro-
duced this legislation to widespread support.
Such support is most telling when recognizing
that 202 Members have to date cosponsored
the bill.

On this issue, let us heed the advice of the
States and individual citizens who best under-
stand transportation issues. And while the
founder’s of this country may not have envi-
sioned automobiles or motorcycles they did
have it quite right when they yielded to the
principle that local issues are best solved by
the insight of locals.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber rises in support of H.R. 2274, the National
Highway System Designation Act.

Mr. Chairman, this Member would begin by
commending the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the chairman of
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, as well as the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], the rank-
ing member of the committee, for their work
on this bill.

This Member would also like to direct com-
mendations to the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], the chairman of
the Surface Transportation Subcommittee, and
the distinguished gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. RAHALL], the ranking member of the
subcommittee for their exceptional work on
bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, it’s been said that if you don’t
know where you’re going, any road will get
you there. This Member is pleased, however,
that this legislation not only gives direction to
the surface transportation needs of the future,
it also designates which roads will get us
there. The National Highway System will pro-
vide a blueprint for this Nation’s highway
needs by identifying the roadways most impor-
tant for defense, commerce, and travel.

This Member is pleased that the National
Highway System includes a number of routes
which are of great importance to Nebraska. Of
particular significance is the inclusion of a
generalized representation of a new connector
route linking Highway 20 to the expected site
of the new Newcastle area-Vermillion bridge
over the Missouri River. The exact route will
be finalized following more careful study.

The addition of this route was included due
to this Member’s recommendation and the ap-
proval of the Nebraska Department of Roads.
The bridge and its access road will serve as
a connector for one of the major north-south
routes across Nebraska. This Member has
long expressed concern that an adequate ac-
cess road be provided for this project. It is
also encouraging that State Highway 2 and
U.S. Highway 81 in Nebraska are designated
as components of the National Highway Sys-
tem.

Another important addition to the National
Highway System is the highway mileage for
what will eventually be a south and east by-
pass around the city of Lincoln, NE.

The current transportation network in Lin-
coln, NE, a city of nearly 200,000, is under
stress and the implementation of a new trans-
portation system must be studied. The ap-
proach which seems to make the most sense
is the completion of a circumferential roadway
system by the development of highway seg-
ments south and east of the city. This com-
pleted circumferential roadway would help
meet current needs and accommodate future
growth before such highway development be-
comes prohibitively expensive. Completion of
a beltway highway for Lincoln has been dis-
cussed for more than three decades and the
need to implement such a plan becomes more
apparent each year.

A recent city of Lincoln task force looking at
the possibility of the beltway determined that
the development of such a system would be a
crucial component of the regional transpor-
tation network which would accomplish the
goals of moving traffic around congested
urban areas and providing for an expanded
capacity of the urban system.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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This Member would also like to stress that

he has received written assurances from the
city of Lincoln and the Nebraska Department
of Roads that the current National Highway
System designations are surrogate or tem-
porary designations that will be replaced by
new route designations when the bypass
study identifies the desired route locations.
This Member is voting for this legislation with
that understanding.

This Member would further stress that the
eventual corridor designation must be exclu-
sively outside the city limits of the city of Lin-
coln. Although the study will determine the op-
timal corridor zone, this Member would like to
reiterate what he stated before the Committee
on Public Works’ Subcommittee on Surface
Transportation on March 8, 1994. This Mem-
ber believes it would be preferable to locate
the eastern segment on or between 96th and
134th Street and the southern segment on or
between Yankee Hill Road and Saltillo Road.
With respect to the southern route, this Mem-
ber believes the corridor should be located no
farther north than Yankee Hill Road and pos-
sibly south of Saltillo Road.

This Member is also very pleased that the
bill includes a provision he introduced to pro-
vide regulatory relief for farmers and farm re-
tailers. The provision specifies that regulations
regarding maximum driving and on-duty time
for motor carrier drivers will not apply to agri-
cultural drivers transporting agricultural com-
modities or farm supplies within a 100-mile ra-
dius during the planting and harvesting sea-
sons, as determined by each State.

The need for this change is obvious—each
year farmers and their suppliers must be pre-
pared to move quickly and work long hours
when the weather permits. During certain
weeks of the year, there is a small window of
opportunity in the crop planting and harvesting
season when the demand for farm supplies
escalates. Unfortunately, this demand runs
headlong into the Department of Transpor-
tation’s regulations for the number of hours a
driver can be ‘‘on duty.’’ To address this prob-
lem, this Member introduced H.R. 526, which
exempts farmers and retail farm suppliers from
these requirements when operating within 100
miles of their farms or distribution points.

DOT’s hours-of-service regulations are high-
ly impractical, burdensome, and costly for
farmers and farm suppliers because the law
can require them to take 3 days off—at the
peak of agricultural production—and wait in
order to accumulate enough off-duty time to
resume driving. This is because DOT regula-
tions define ‘‘on duty’’ time as ‘‘all time from
the time a driver begins work or is required to
be in readiness to work until the time he/she
is relieved from work.’’

The hours-of-service regulations are di-
rected toward long distance truck drivers.
However, they also apply to the local distribu-
tion of farm input materials even though driv-
ing is incidental to the farm supplier’s principal
work function of servicing farmers. Over 80
percent of our Nation’s farmers utilize farm
suppliers to help them cope with environ-
mental regulations; develop, implement, and
manage precision agriculture; and harvest
profitable crops that produce safe, abundant
and affordable food for Americans and the
world.

A specific exemption is certainly not without
precedent. DOT has already recognized that
the on-duty time of certain occupations is sub-

ject to special demands and DOT has granted
seasonal waivers from hours-of-service re-
quirements for small package delivery drivers
during the holiday season and for the oil and
natural gas industry. Farmers and farm suppli-
ers engaged in the transport of fertilizer and
fertilizer materials, agricultural chemicals, pes-
ticides, seed, animal feeds, crops, and other
essential farm supplies also deserve regu-
latory flexibility.

As harvesting season draws closer, the agri-
cultural community will once again be con-
fronted with the hurdles presented by the un-
reasonable hours-of-service requirements
which were obviously not designed to accom-
modate the special circumstances faced by
farmers. This legislation resolves the problem
in a responsible manner.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4385 addresses the cur-
rent and future highway needs of the United
States and this Member urges his colleagues
to support the bill.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 2274, the National Highway
System Designation Act. I commend the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
for the leadership and commitment it has dis-
played time and again to creating a strong,
viable transportation infrastructure to foster our
Nation’s economic development.

Infrastructure is the key to economic devel-
opment, particularly in rural areas like mine.
Without continued commitment to an adequate
road system, the economies of areas like
Southern and Eastern Kentucky will fail to im-
prove. The National Highway System fulfills
this commitment.

My district, located in the heart of Appa-
lachia, continues to be poor relative to the rest
of the Nation. Most of the area is located
among mountainous terrain which, for years,
has hindered access to my communities, re-
sulting in geographic and economic isolation.
Moreover, the mainstay of many of these
counties’ economies—the coal industry—has
fallen on rough times, resulting in hardship
that can only be reversed through investments
that take many forms. One form of investment,
highway infrastructure, may be the single most
important to our future.

Therefore, I am delighted to see Southern
and Eastern Kentucky has a strong presence
on the National Highway System, a system
that will serve us into the next century.

I commend the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation and the Committee for recognizing
the needs of my region. I strongly support
their recommendations to designate several
corridors in Southern and Eastern Kentucky as
part of the proposed National Highway Sys-
tem. These corridors include: U.S. 27; I–75;
the Daniel Boone Parkway and KY 80; U.S.
25 E east of I–75; the Mountain Parkway and
its extension, KY 114; KY 15; U.S. 23; U.S.
119; and, U.S. 460 from Salyersville to
Paintsville, KY.

Further, I commend the committee using
this legislation, H.R. 2274, to take the next
critical step forward on the East-West Trans-
america Corridor—I–66. I thank the committee
for working with me to designate the I–66
route from Virginia to Kansas, and for includ-
ing provisions to designate of the Kentucky
portion of the corridor through Eastern and
Southern Kentucky.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation signifies a com-
mitment to the transportation and economic
development needs of this Nation. I urge all
Members to support H.R. 2274.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I think as we
look at how this House should conduct its leg-
islative business, that the bill before us today,
the highway bill, should serve as a model.
And, I commend members of the committee
and the Republican leadership for allowing a
full and thorough discussion of this legislation
and all its implications.

The discussion of the highway bill has been
ongoing for 7 months.

The first legislative draft was presented in
August, giving members ample time to read it
before the bill was introduced on September
7.

Finally, the committee held 6 days of public
hearings on the highway bill, allowing the pub-
lic to review the legislation and, more impor-
tantly, to allow the public to comment and tes-
tify on the legislation.

Unfortunately, the manner in which this leg-
islation comes to the floor, stands in stark con-
trast to another piece of legislation in commit-
tee, regarding a $270 billion cut.

Instead of a month to study the legislation
before it goes to the committee for a vote, the
majority party will present its proposal for
Medicare today and expect Members to be
fully briefed for the hearing tomorrow.

Instead, of the 6 days of hearings that the
highway bill received, legislation to radically
alter the health care system that services 37
million American seniors, will have only a sin-
gle day of hearings.

The American people have a right to full
public hearings, on the GOP plan to cut $270
billion from Medicare to pay for a tax cut.

I commend members of the committee for
their work on this highway bill. I wish that Re-
publican members of the Ways and Means
Committee would follow their example and
allow full, public hearings on Medicare reform.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the National Highway System bill.

I commend Chairman SHUSTER, Chairman
PETRI and the other members of our commit-
tee for their success and hard work in bringing
this bill to the floor.

As you know by now, we must pass this bill
very soon.

If we don’t, billions of federal transportation
dollars will be delayed.

But this is also a good bill.
It removes a number of burdensome man-

dates and restrictions on the states.
One of these restrictions would have a tre-

mendous impact on my district in Orange
County, California.

There is a provision in Federal law which
prohibits busses over a certain weight to travel
on interstate highways.

The problem is that in order to comply with
the Clean Air Act and the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act, additional equipment must be
added to the bus.

This equipment is very heavy.
And in Orange County, most of the public

transit busses are now over weight.
Fortunately, there is an exemption for public

transit busses that drive on interstate high-
ways.

The Federal Highway Administration com-
pleted a study of this problem in 1994.

The study clearly stated that these busses
do not create a safety hazard.

In addition, the Federal Highway Administra-
tion recommended that the busses be allowed
to drive on the interstates until new, lighter
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Unfortunately, this exemption expires on Oc-

tober 6.
After October 6, these busses will not be al-

lowed on the interstates.
In fact, the California Highway Patrol has al-

ready informed the Orange County Transit Au-
thority that it will pull over these busses and
force them to unload. This is ridiculous.

The Federal Highway Administration has al-
ready said there is no safety hazard, but the
Highway Patrol will force the busses to un-
load.

To fix this problem, our bill exempts transit
busses from the interstate restriction until
ISTEA is reauthorized.

This will give Congress the opportunity to
create a program that phases in new, lighter
busses without penalizing existing transit au-
thorities.

This is just one of the many ridiculous re-
strictions and mandates that our bill address-
es.

It’s a good bill, and I urge my colleagues to
vote for final passage.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. Chairman,
a sharply-worded Cumberland Times editorial
about U.S. Route 220 in western Maryland hit
the highway nail right on the head; I quote:
‘‘U.S. Route 220 North is arguable the most
dangerous stretch of highway in the (tri-state)
area . . . (its) S-curves make the road an ob-
stacle course fraught with danger.’’ In addition
to highlighting the frightening hazards of 220’s
three-mile twist in Allegany County, the Times
editorial rightfully noted the value of an im-
proved Route 220 to the economic develop-
ment of a region ripe with promise and perfect
for business growth. The inclusion of Route
220 as a designated highway in our national
roadway network will serve as the foundation
upon which the region can build a better 220
and, consequently, a brighter tomorrow for all
those dependent upon it.

Before today, any substantial discussion in
western Maryland about the overall economic
development of the tri-state region was hin-
dered by a lack of region-wide attention to—
and funding for—Route 220. With this com-
prehensive bill and thanks to the effective
leadership of Committee Chairman BUD SHU-
STER and Maryland’s State Highway Adminis-
tration, we’re seeing Route 220 get what it
certainly deserves: a designated place in our
national highway system. The measure before
the House today appropriately includes the full
stretches of Route 220—in Maryland, Penn-
sylvania and West Virginia—as key highway
links in the National Highway System. As a re-
sult, planned improvements for Route 220 will
receive federal funding priority. In the long his-
tory of Route 220, this is good news . . . very
good news.

The improvement of Route 220 north of
Cumberland is not only important to Maryland
but also to our neighbors in Pennsylvania and
West Virginia. Route 220 continues into these
states from Maryland. Maryland—under the
impressive guidance of Transportation Sec-
retary David Winstead, Highway Administrator
Hal Kassoff and House Speaker Cas Taylor—
has authorized funding for right-of-way acqui-
sition. Construction targets for Maryland’s sec-
tion of the road are within reach. For Route
220 to realize its full potential, it is impera-
tive—as Speaker Taylor has consistently
noted—that West Virginia, Maryland and
Pennsylvania join forces to make Route 220
an asset to the region rather than a hurdle to

development and safety. Improvements to
Route 220 in any one of the three states must
be matched by corresponding improvements
to Route 220 in the others. I believe that this
legislation is a terrific catalyst for such change,
cooperation and progress.

I look forward to the continuation of a Route
220 coalition dedicated to the completion of
220 improvements throughout the region. I will
soon be meeting with my colleagues from
West Virginia and Pennsylvania in an effort to
lend whatever assistance we can to the
project.

At this juncture—and on behalf of those who
share our interest in Route 220—I want to
commend Chairman Shuster and urge the
House to adopt the National Highway System
language as detailed in the bill. The State of
Maryland has advised me that more than
7,500 vehicles face the Route 220 minefield
daily. That number is predicted to double by
2015. In the name of safety and for the benefit
of the region, it is essential that we give Route
220 the attention it deserves and the backing
it needs to become a reality rather than a
roadblock to progress.

I also want to thank Subcommittee Chair-
man TOM PETRI for his assistance in redesig-
nating $440,000 in unused funds from Rt. 48
in Washington County for use in the I–70/I–
270 interchange project as part of H.R. 2274.

Frederick County is one of Maryland’s fast-
est growing communities. Yet, the Frederick
area is virtually the last place in America
where major criss-crossing interstates lack
complete, accessible and safe connecting
interchanges and sufficient highway feeder
networks. Construction of the I–70/I–270 inter-
change is one of the highest priorities in the
state of Maryland. The release of this
$440,000 will help accelerate the work on
Phase I of this critical highway improvement
project. This is one more step to ensure that
Frederick County will remain an active force in
the growth of the state’s economy and that of
the entire western Maryland region.

I thank Chairman SHUSTER and the Speaker
for this opportunity and yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, as the de-
bate proceeds on H.R. 2274, the National
Highway System Designation Act, I want to
register my views on several provisions that
are of critical importance to the Nation as well
as to my home State of Texas.

The bill establishes priorities for our highway
and transportation needs. It provides us with a
mechanism to support infrastructure projects
which have national significance. One such
project which I commend the committee for in-
cluding in the legislation would extend high-
priority corridor 18 from where it currently
ends in Houston, TX, to the Mexican border in
the Lower Rio Grande Valley.

The Rio Grande Valley of south Texas is
one of the main gateways for goods entering
and exiting the United States to Mexico. Its
two main north-south transportation arteries,
U.S. Highways 281 and 77, are the two busi-
est highways going to and from our southern
border. In fact, in 1993, these two highways
handled approximately 4.7 million vehicles, a
fourth of which were trucks.

Rio Grande Valley highways service nine
international border crossings which have a
total of 30 lanes. In 1994, these nine ports of
entry handled approximately 28.3 million
crossings.

The extension of high-priority corridor 18
into the Lower Rio Grande Valley will link to-
gether many of the major economic centers of
our Nation with Canada and Mexico, providing
us with a seamless trade corridor for the safe
and efficient flow of goods. The extension of
corridor 18 into south Texas ties in with
planned infrastructure developments in Mex-
ico. The entire United States will benefit from
this linkage which will enhance economic de-
velopment and international trade.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no additional requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for the
general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of H.R. 2349 shall be consid-
ered by titles as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment. The first two
sections and each title are considered
read.

Before consideration of any other
amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment printed in House
Report 104–252 if offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER] or his designee. That amendment
shall be considered read, may amend
portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, is not subject to amend-
ment, and is not subject to a demand
for division of the question. Debate on
the amendment is limited to 10 min-
utes, equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent of the
amendment.

After disposition of that amendment,
the bill as then perfected will be con-
sidered as original text.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord prior-
ity in recognition to a Member who has
caused an amendment to be printed in
the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the debate on
the amendment relating to the repeal
of the speed limit be limited to 1 hour,
equally divided, 30 minutes on either
side, and that the subsequent speed
limit amendment be limited to 20 min-
utes divided equally on either side.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SHUSTER pursu-
ant to House Resolution 224: Page 11, line 18,
strike ‘‘$360,420,595’’ and insert ‘‘$321,420,595’’.

Page 15, strike lines 12 through 14 and in-
sert the following:

(B) by striking ‘‘1996, and 1997’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and 1996, and $146,000,000 for fiscal year
1997’’.

Page 25, line 5, strike ‘‘any’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘limitation so that’’ on line
8 and insert the following:VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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section 5336(d) of title 49, United States
Code, the Secretary shall distribute the limi-
tation on operating assistance under such
section—

(1) so that
Page 25, line 12, strike ‘‘fiscal year 1996’’

and insert ‘‘each of fiscal years 1996 and
1997’’.

Page 25, line 14, by striking the period and
inserting ‘‘, and’’.

Page 25, after line 14, insert the following:
(2) so that an urbanized area that had a

population under the 1980 decennial census of
the United States of more than 1,000,000 and
has a population under the 1990 decennial
census of less than 1,000,000, will receive
under the distribution of such limitation for
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, 90 percent
of the amount of funds apportioned in fiscal
year 1982 under sections 5(a)(1)(A), 5(a)(2)(A),
and 5(a)(3)(A) of the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Act of 1964 to such area.

Page 35, line 8, strike ‘‘shall be’’ and insert
‘‘shall not be less than’’.

Page 36, after line 9, insert the following:
(t) SUSPENDED LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM TECH-

NOLOGY PILOT PROJECT.—Section 5320 of title
49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (h)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992,’’;

(2) in subsection (h)(1)(B) by striking ‘‘for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993,’’;

(3) in subsection (h)(1)(C) by striking ‘‘for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,’’;
and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(l) DEADLINE.—
‘‘(1) COMPLETION OF COMPETITION.—Not-

withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, not later than 60 days after the date of
the enactment of this subsection, the Sec-
retary shall complete the national competi-
tion initiated under subsection (c) by select-
ing the public entity referred to in sub-
section (c)(3).

‘‘(2) THEREAFTER.—Following selection of
the public entity in accordance with para-
graph (1)—

‘‘(A) the Secretary shall make to such pub-
lic entity the payments under subsections
(h)(1)(B) and (h)(1)(C); except that such pay-
ments shall be made in the form of grants
under section 5312(a); and

‘‘(B) the Secretary, upon completion of
preliminary engineering and design, shall ne-
gotiate and enter into a full financing grant
agreement with such public entity under
subsection (e), consistent with section
5309(g).’’.

Page 36, line 10, strike ‘‘(t)’’ and insert
‘‘(u)’’.

Page 51, line 1, after ‘‘Secretary’’ insert ‘‘,
in consultation with the Federal Commu-
nications Commission and the National Tele-
communications and Information Adminis-
tration,’’.

Page 69, line 18, before ‘‘Arkansas’’ insert
‘‘Mississippi,’’.

Page 69, line 25, strike ‘‘(20)’’ and insert
‘‘(18)’’.

Page 71, line 17, strike the closing
quotation marks and the final period.

Page 71, after line 17, insert the following:
‘‘(27) The Camino Real Corridor from El

Paso, Texas, to Denver, Colorado, as follows:
‘‘(A) In the State of Texas, the Camino

Real Corridor shall generally follow—
‘‘(i) arterials from the international ports

of entry to I–10 in El Paso County; and
‘‘(ii) I–10 from El Paso County to the New

Mexico border.
‘‘(B) In the State of New Mexico, the Ca-

mino Real Corridor shall generally follow—
‘‘(i) I–10 from the Texas Border to Las

Cruces; and
‘‘(ii) I–25 from Las Cruces to the Colorado

Border.

‘‘(C) In the State of Colorado, the Camino
Real Corridor shall generally follow I–25
from the New Mexico Border to Denver.’’.

Page 82, line 3, strike ‘‘and’’.
Page 82, line 15, strike the period and in-

sert ‘‘; and’’.
Page 82, after line 15, insert the following:
(3) in item 33, relating to Orange County,

New York, strike ‘‘Stuart Airport Inter-
change Project’’ and insert ‘‘Stewart Airport
interchange projects’’.

Page 86, line 20, before the period insert ‘‘,
including the structure over the Delaware
River’’.

Page 93, line 17, strike ‘‘50’’ and insert
‘‘100’’.

Page 94, after line 13, insert the following:
(4) DRIVERS OF UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLES.—

Such regulations shall, in the case of a driv-
er of a utility service vehicle, permit any pe-
riod of 8 consecutive days to end with the be-
ginning of an off-duty period of 24 or more
consecutive hours for the purposes of deter-
mining maximum driving and on-duty time.

Page 94, line 14, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert
‘‘(5)’’.

Page 96, after line 24, insert the following:
(6) UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLE.—The term

‘‘utility service vehicle’’ means any motor
vehicle, regardless of gross weight—

(A) used on highways in interstate or
intrastate commerce in the furtherance of
building, repairing, expanding, improving,
maintaining, or operating any structures, fa-
cilities, excavations, poles, lines, or any
other physical feature necessary for the de-
livery of public utility services, including
the furnishing of electric, water, sanitary
sewer, telephone, and television cable or
community antenna service;

(B) while engaged in any activity nec-
essarily related to the ultimate delivery of
such public utility services to consumers, in-
cluding travel or movement to, from, upon,
or between activity sites (including occa-
sional travel or movement outside the serv-
ice area necessitated by any utility emer-
gency as determined by the utility provider);
and

(C) except for any occasional emergency
use, operated primarily within the service
area of a utility’s subscribers or consumers,
without regard to whether the vehicle is
owned, leased, or rented or otherwise con-
tracted for by the utility.

Page 97, line 2, strike ‘‘erected under’’ and
insert ‘‘referred to in’’.

Page 97, after line 12, insert the following:
SEC. 354. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM.

Section 31136(e) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
‘‘After notice’’;

(2) by indenting paragraph (1), as des-
ignated by paragraph (1) of this section, and
moving paragraph (1), as so redesignated, 2
ems to the right; and

(3) by adding the following at the end:
‘‘(2) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, within

180 days of the application of an operator of
motor vehicles with a gross vehicle weight
rating of at least 10,001 pounds but not more
than 26,000 pounds, shall exempt some or all
of such vehicles and drivers of such vehicles
from some or all of the regulations pre-
scribed under this section and sections 504
and 31502 of this title if the Secretary finds
such applicant—

‘‘(i) has a current satisfactory safety fit-
ness rating issued by the Secretary; and

‘‘(ii) will implement a program of safety
management controls designed to achieve a
level of operational safety equal to or great-
er than that resulting from compliance with
the regulations prescribed under this sec-
tion.

The Secretary shall modify the exemption if
there is a material change in the regulations
prescribed under such sections. In granting
such exemption, the Secretary shall ensure
that approved participants in the motor car-
rier safety program are subject to a mini-
mum of paperwork and regulatory burdens.

‘‘(B) MONITORING; EXEMPTION PERIOD.—The
Secretary and participants in the program
established by this paragraph shall periodi-
cally monitor the safety of vehicles and driv-
ers exempted from regulations under the pro-
gram. An exemption approved under sub-
paragraph (A) shall remain in effect until
such time as the Secretary finds—

‘‘(i) that the operator has exceeded the av-
erage ratio of preventable accidents to vehi-
cle miles travelled for a period of 12 months
for the class of vehicles with a gross vehicle
weight of at least 10,001 pounds but not more
than 26,000 pounds; or

‘‘(ii) that such operator’s exemption is not
in the public interest and would result in a
significant adverse impact on the safety of
commercial motor vehicles.

‘‘(C) FACTORS.—In approving applications
under the program established by this para-
graph, the Secretary shall—

‘‘(i) ensure that applicants in the program
represent a broad cross-section of fleet size
and operators of vehicles between 10,000 and
26,000 pounds; and

‘‘(ii) to the extent feasible, ensure partici-
pation by as many qualified applicants as
possible.

‘‘(D) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not
grant the exemptions set forth in subpara-
graph (A) to vehicles—

‘‘(i) designed to transport more than 15
passengers; including the driver; or

‘‘(ii) used in transporting material found
by the Secretary to be hazardous under sec-
tion 5103 of this title and transported in a
quantity requiring placarding under regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary under such
section 5103.

‘‘(E) EMERGENCIES.—The Secretary may re-
voke or modify the participation of an opera-
tor in the program established by this sec-
tion in the case of an emergency.

‘‘(3) REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall conduct a zero-based review of
the need and the costs and benefits of all reg-
ulations issued under this section and sec-
tions 504 and 31502 of this title to determine
whether such regulations should apply to ve-
hicles weighing between 10,000 and 26,000
pounds. The review shall focus on the appro-
priate level of safety and the paperwork and
regulatory burdens of such regulations as
they apply to operators of vehicles weighing
between 10,000 and 26,000 pounds. The Sec-
retary shall complete the review within 18
months after the date of the enactment of
this paragraph. Upon completion of the re-
view, the Secretary shall grant such exemp-
tions or modify or repeal existing regula-
tions to the extent appropriate.’’.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this is
something I believe we have worked
out. It is an en bloc amendment which
makes several technical and conform-
ing changes to existing provisions and
adds noncontroversial, modest policy
changes, reduces the authorized level
of the State restoration program by $39
million in fiscal 1996, to eliminate a
budget point of order, and to conform
with a CBO estimate and strikes a fis-
cal 1996 National Highway Traffic Safe-
ty Administration rescission.

It makes technical and conforming
changes which limit the distribution of
operating assistance in light of budgetVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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cuts, and it makes technical and con-
forming changes to an IC transit
project, description change, as well as
other technical and conforming
changes, and I would ask support for
the amendment.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say we have worked on this
closely with leaders on both sides of
the aisle. I believe it has everyone’s
concurrence and it does just make con-
forming and technical changes.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
rise in opposition to the amendment? If
not, the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. RAHALL] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, we have
reviewed the amendment on our side
that addresses many of the concerns
which we addressed in our opening
comments. I commend the chairman
for offering this amendment and we
support it.

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER]

The amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘National Highway System Designation
Act of 1995’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Secretary defined.

TITLE I—NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM
Sec. 101. National Highway System designa-

tion.
TITLE II—HIGHWAY FUNDING

RESTORATION
Sec. 201. Short title.
Sec. 202. Findings and purposes.
Sec. 203. State high priority project restora-

tion program.
Sec. 204. Rescissions.
Sec. 205. State unobligated balance flexibil-

ity.
Sec. 206. Minimum allocation.
Sec. 207. Relief from mandates.
Sec. 208. Definitions.
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Distribution of transit operating

assistance limitation.
Sec. 302. Accountability for high cost Fed-

eral-aid projects.
Sec. 303. Letters of intent and full financing

grant and early systems work
agreements.

Sec. 304. Report on capital projects.
Sec. 305. Repeal and modification of existing

projects.
Sec. 306. Miscellaneous transit projects.
Sec. 307. Metropolitan planning for transit

projects.
Sec. 308. Contracting for engineering and de-

sign services.
Sec. 309. Ferry boats and terminal facilities.
Sec. 310. Utilization of the private sector for

surveying and mapping serv-
ices.

Sec. 311. Formula grant program.
Sec. 312. Accessibility of over-the-road buses

to individuals with disabilities.
Sec. 313. Alaska Railroad.
Sec. 314. Alcohol and controlled substances

testing.
Sec. 315. Alcohol-impaired driving counter-

measures.
Sec. 316. Safety research initiatives.
Sec. 317. Public transit vehicles exemption.
Sec. 318. Congestion mitigation and air qual-

ity improvement program.
Sec. 319. Quality improvement.
Sec. 320. Applicability of transportation

conformity requirements.
Sec. 321. Quality through competition.
Sec. 322. Applicability of certain vehicle

weight limitations in Wiscon-
sin.

Sec. 323. Treatment of Centennial Bridge,
Rock Island, Illinois, agree-
ment.

Sec. 324. Metric requirements and signs.
Sec. 325. ISTEA technical clarification.
Sec. 326. Metropolitan planning for highway

projects.
Sec. 327. Non-Federal share for certain toll

bridge projects.
Sec. 328. Discovery and admission as evi-

dence of certain reports and
surveys.

Sec. 329. National recreational trails.
Sec. 330. Identification of high priority cor-

ridors.
Sec. 331. High priority corridor feasibility

studies.
Sec. 332. High cost bridge projects.
Sec. 333. Congestion relief projects.
Sec. 334. High priority corridors on National

Highway System.
Sec. 335. High priority corridor projects.
Sec. 336. Rural access projects.
Sec. 337. Urban access and mobility projects.
Sec. 338. Innovative projects.
Sec. 339. Intermodal projects.
Sec. 340. Miscellaneous revisions to Surface

Transportation and Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

Sec. 341. Eligibility.
Sec. 342. Orange County, California, toll

roads.
Sec. 343. Miscellaneous studies.
Sec. 344. Collection of bridge tolls.
Sec. 345. National driver register.
Sec. 346. Roadside barrier technology.
Sec. 347. Motorist call boxes.
Sec. 348. Repeal of national maximum speed

limit compliance program.
Sec. 349. Elimination of penalty for non-

compliance for motorcycle hel-
mets.

Sec. 350. Safety rest areas.
Sec. 351. Exemptions from requirements re-

lating to commercial motor ve-
hicles and their operators.

Sec. 352. Traffic control signs.
Sec. 353. Brightman Street Bridge, Fall

River Harbor, Massachusetts.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. SECRETARY DEFINED.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Transportation.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 2?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
I.

The text of title I is as follows:
TITLE I—NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM

SEC. 101. NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA-
TION.

Section 103 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after subsection (b)
the following:

‘‘(c) INITIAL DESIGNATION OF NHS.—The Na-
tional Highway System as submitted by the
Secretary of Transportation on the map en-
titled ‘Official Submission, National High-
way System, Federal Highway Administra-
tion’, and dated September 1, 1995, is hereby
designated within the United States, includ-
ing the District of Columbia and the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico.

‘‘(d) MODIFICATIONS TO THE NHS.—
‘‘(1) PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS.—The Sec-

retary may submit for approval to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives proposed modifications to
the National Highway System. The Sec-
retary may only propose a modification
under this subsection if the Secretary deter-
mines that such modification meets the cri-
teria and requirements of subsection (b).
Proposed modifications may include new
segments and deletion of existing segments
of the National Highway System.

‘‘(2) APPROVAL OF CONGRESS REQUIRED.—A
modification to the National Highway Sys-
tem may only take effect if a law has been
enacted approving such modification.

‘‘(3) REQUIRED SUBMISSION.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL SUBMISSION.—Not later than

180 days after the date of the enactment of
the National Highway System Designation
Act of 1995, the Secretary shall submit under
paragraph (1) proposed modifications to the
National Highway System. Such modifica-
tions shall include a list and description of
additions to the National Highway System
consisting of connections to major ports, air-
ports, international border crossings, public
transportation and transit facilities, inter-
state bus terminals, and rail and other inter-
modal transportation facilities.

‘‘(B) CONGRESSIONAL HIGH PRIORITY COR-
RIDORS.—Upon the completion of feasibility
studies, the Secretary shall submit under
paragraph (1) proposed modifications to the
National Highway System consisting of any
congressional high priority corridor or any
segment thereof established by section 1105
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2037) which was
not identified on the National Highway Sys-
tem designated by subsection (c).

‘‘(4) INTERIM ELIGIBILITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (2), a modification to the National
Highway System which adds to the National
Highway System a connection to a major
port, airport, international border crossing,
public transportation or transit facility,
interstate bus terminal, or rail or other
intermodal transportation facility shall be
eligible for funds apportioned under section
104(b)(1) for the National Highway System if
the Secretary finds that such modification is
consistent with criteria developed by the
Secretary for such modifications to the Na-
tional Highway System.

‘‘(B) PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY.—A modifica-
tion to the National Highway System which
is eligible under subparagraph (A) for funds
apportioned under section 104(b)(1) may re-
main eligible for such funds only until the
date on which a law has been enacted ap-
proving modifications to the National High-
way System which connect the National
Highway System to facilities referred to in
subparagraph (A).’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title I?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
II.

The text of title II is as follows:
TITLE II—HIGHWAY FUNDING

RESTORATION
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Highway
Funding Restoration Act of 1995’’.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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SEC. 202. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds and declares
that—

(1) Federal infrastructure spending on
highways is critical to the efficient move-
ment of goods and people in the United
States;

(2) section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
has been estimated to result in fiscal year
1996 highway spending being reduced by as
much as $4,200,000,000;

(3) such section 1003(c) will cause every
State to lose critical funds from the High-
way Trust Fund that can never be recouped;
and

(4) the funding reduction would have disas-
trous effects on the national economy, im-
pede interstate commerce, and jeopardize
the 40-year Federal investment in the Na-
tion’s highway system.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to make the program categories in the
current Federal-aid highway program more
flexible so that States may fund current,
high-priority projects in fiscal year 1996;

(2) to eliminate programs that are not crit-
ical during fiscal year 1996 and to reallocate
funds so that the States will be able to con-
tinue their core transportation infrastruc-
ture programs;

(3) to restore funding for exempt highway
programs;

(4) to ensure the equitable distribution of
funds to urbanized areas with a population
over 200,000 in a manner consistent with the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991; and

(5) to suspend certain penalties that would
be imposed on the States in fiscal year 1996.
SEC. 203. STATE HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT RES-

TORATION PROGRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—On October 1 of each of

fiscal years 1996 and 1997, or as soon as pos-
sible thereafter, the Secretary shall allocate
among the States the amounts made avail-
able to carry out this section for Interstate
highway substitute, National Highway Sys-
tem, surface transportation program, Inter-
state, congestion mitigation and air quality
improvement program, bridge, hazard elimi-
nation, and rail-highway crossings projects.

(b) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—Funds made
available to carry out this section shall be
allocated among the States in accordance
with the following table:
States: Allocation Percentages

Alabama ......................................... 1.80
Alaska ............................................ 1.20
Arizona ........................................... 1.43
Arkansas ......................................... 1.42
California ........................................ 9.17
Colorado ......................................... 1.27
Connecticut .................................... 1.74
Delaware ......................................... 0.39
District of Columbia ....................... 0.52
Florida ............................................ 4.04
Georgia ........................................... 2.92
Hawaii ............................................ 0.54
Idaho ............................................... 0.70
Illinois ............................................ 3.88
Indiana ........................................... 2.18
Iowa ................................................ 1.27
Kansas ............................................ 1.13
Kentucky ........................................ 1.53
Louisiana ........................................ 1.52
Maine .............................................. 0.65
Maryland ........................................ 1.68
Massachusetts ................................ 4.11
Michigan ......................................... 2.75
Minnesota ....................................... 1.69
Mississippi ...................................... 1.11
Missouri .......................................... 2.28
Montana ......................................... 0.93
Nebraska ......................................... 0.79
Nevada ............................................ 0.69

New Hampshire ............................... 0.48
New Jersey ..................................... 2.86
New Mexico ..................................... 1.02
New York ........................................ 5.35
North Carolina ................................ 2.62
North Dakota ................................. 0.64
Ohio ................................................ 3.64
Oklahoma ....................................... 1.36
Oregon ............................................ 1.23
Pennsylvania .................................. 4.93
Rhode Island ................................... 0.56
South Carolina ............................... 1.42
South Dakota ................................. 0.69
Tennessee ....................................... 2.00
Texas .............................................. 6.21
Utah ................................................ 0.73
Vermont ......................................... 0.43
Virginia .......................................... 2.28
Washington ..................................... 2.05
West Virginia .................................. 1.15
Wisconsin ........................................ 1.90
Wyoming ......................................... 0.65
Puerto Rico .................................... 0.46
Territories ...................................... 0.01.
(c) EFFECT OF ALLOCATIONS.—Funds dis-

tributed to States under subsection (b) shall
not affect calculations to determine alloca-
tions to States under section 157 of title 23,
United States Code, and sections 1013(c),
1015(a), and 1015(b) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.

(d) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,
amounts made available to carry out this
section shall be available for obligation for
the fiscal year for which such amounts are
made available plus the 3 succeeding fiscal
years and shall be subject to the provisions
of title 23, United States Code. Obligation
limitations for Federal-aid highways and
highway safety construction programs estab-
lished by the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 and subsequent
laws shall apply to obligations made under
this section.

(e) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF
OVER 200,000.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—The percentage deter-
mined under paragraph (2) of funds allocated
to a State under this section for a fiscal year
shall be obligated in urbanized areas of the
State with an urbanized population of over
200,000 under section 133(d)(3) of title 23,
United States Code.

(2) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred
to in paragraph (1) is the percentage deter-
mined by dividing—

(A) the total amount of the reduction in
funds which would have been attributed
under section 133(d)(3) of title 23, United
States Code, to urbanized areas of the State
with an urbanized population of over 200,000
for fiscal year 1996 as a result of the applica-
tion of section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991;
by

(B) the total amount of the reduction in
authorized funds for fiscal year 1996 that
would have been allocated to the State, and
that would have been apportioned to the
State, as a result of the application of such
section 1003(c).

(f) LIMITATION ON PLANNING EXPENDI-
TURES.—One-half of 1 percent of amounts al-
located to each State under this section in
any fiscal year may be available for expendi-
ture for the purpose of carrying out the re-
quirements of section 134 of title 23, United
States Code (relating to transportation plan-
ning). 11⁄2 percent of the amounts allocated
to each State under this section in any fiscal
year may be available for expenditure for the
purpose of carrying out activities referred to
in subsection (c) of section 307 of such title
(relating to transportation planning and re-
search).

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated, out

of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the
Mass Transit Account), to carry out this sec-
tion $360,420,595 for fiscal year 1996 and
$155,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.

(h) APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER 1 OF TITLE
23.—Except as otherwise provided in this sec-
tion, funds allocated under this section shall
be available for obligation in the same man-
ner and for the same purposes as if such
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of
title 23, United States Code.

(i) TERRITORIES DEFINED.—In this section,
the term ‘‘territories’’ means the Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.
SEC. 204. RESCISSIONS.

(a) RESCISSIONS.—Effective October 1, 1995,
and after any necessary reductions are made
under section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
the following unobligated balances available
on September 30, 1995, of funds made avail-
able for the following provisions are hereby
rescinded:

(1) $78,993.92 made available by section
131(c) of the Surface Transportation Assist-
ance Act of 1982.

(2) $798,701.04 made available by section
131(j) of the Surface Transportation Assist-
ance Act of 1982.

(3) $942,249 made available for section
149(a)(66) of the Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987.

(4) $88,195 made available for section
149(a)(111)(C) of the Surface Transportation
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

(5) $155,174.41 made available for section
149(a)(111)(E) of the Surface Transportation
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

(6) $36,979.05 made available for section
149(a)(111)(J) of the Surface Transportation
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

(7) $34,281.53 made available for section
149(a)(111)(K) of the Surface Transportation
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

(8) $164,532 made available for section
149(a)(111)(L) of the Surface Transportation
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

(9) $86,070.82 made available for section
149(a)(111)(M) of the Surface Transportation
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of
1987.

(10) $52,834 made available for section
149(a)(95) of the Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987.

(11) $909,131 made available for section
149(a)(99) of the Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987.

(12) $3,817,000 made available for section
149(a)(35) of the Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987.

(13) $797,800 made available for section
149(a)(100) of the Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987.

(14) $2 made available by section 149(c)(3) of
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Re-
location Assistance Act of 1987.

(15) $44,706,878 made available by section
1012(b)(6) of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991.

(16) $15,401,107 made available by section
1003(a)(7) of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991.

(17) $1,000,000 made available by item num-
ber 38 of the table contained in section
1108(b) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991.

(18) $150,000,000 deducted by the Secretary
under section 104(a) of title 23, United States
Code.

(19) $10,800,000 made available by section
5338(a)(1) of title 49, United States Code.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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(b) REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZED AMOUNTS.—
(1) MAGNETIC LEVITATION.—Section

1036(d)(1) of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat.
1986) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting ‘‘and’’
after ‘‘1994,’’;

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking
‘‘, $125,000,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘1997’’; and

(C) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘1996,
and 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘and 1996’’.

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section
2005(1) of such Act (105 Stat. 2079) is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ the first place it ap-
pears and inserting a comma; and

(B) by striking ‘‘, 1995, 1996, and 1997’’ and
inserting ‘‘and 1995, and $146,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 1996 and 1997’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall take ef-
fect on the day after the date on which au-
thorized funds for fiscal year 1996 are reduced
as a result of application of section 1003(c) of
such Act.

(c) CONGESTION PRICING PILOT PROGRAM
TRANSFERS.—After the date on which au-
thorized funds for fiscal year 1996 are reduced
as a result of application of section 1003(c) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991, the amounts made avail-
able for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out
section 1012(b) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105
Stat. 1938) shall be available to carry out
section 203 of this Act, relating to the State
high priority restoration program.
SEC. 205. STATE UNOBLIGATED BALANCE FLEXI-

BILITY.
(a) REDUCTION IN FEDERAL FUNDING.—
(1) NOTIFICATION OF STATES.—On October 1,

1995, or as soon as possible thereafter, the
Secretary shall notify each State of the total
amount of the reduction in authorized funds
for fiscal year 1996 that would have been al-
located to such State, and that would have
been apportioned to such State, as a result of
application of section 1003(c) of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991.

(2) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN FUNDING.—In de-
termining the amount of any reduction
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall de-
duct—

(A) the amount allocated to each State in
fiscal year 1996 to carry out section 203 of
this Act, relating to the State high priority
project restoration program; and

(B) any amounts made available under sec-
tion 157(a)(4)(B)(iii) of title 23, United States
Code, for fiscal year 1996.

(b) UNOBLIGATED BALANCE FLEXIBILITY.—
Upon request of a State, the Secretary shall
make available to carry out projects de-
scribed in section 203(a) of this Act in fiscal
year 1996 an amount not to exceed the
amount determined under subsection (a) for
the State. Such funds shall be made avail-
able from authorized funds that were allo-
cated or apportioned to such State and were
not obligated as of September 30, 1995. The
State shall designate on or before November
1, 1995, or as soon as possible thereafter
which of such authorized funds are to be
made available under this section to carry
out such projects. The Secretary shall make
available before November 15, 1995, or as soon
as possible thereafter funds designated under
the preceding sentence to the State.

(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF
OVER 200,000.—Funds which were apportioned
to the State under section 104(b)(3) of title
23, United States Code, and attributed to ur-
banized areas of a State with an urbanized
population of over 200,000 under section
133(d)(3) of such title may only be designated
by the State under subsection (b) if the met-

ropolitan planning organization designated
for such area concurs, in writing, with such
designation.

(d) CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUAL-
ITY BALANCES.—States may designate under
subsection (b) funds apportioned under sec-
tion 104(b)(2) of title 23, United States Code,
and not obligated as of September 30, 1995, to
carry out projects described in section 203(a)
of this Act only if such funds will be obli-
gated in areas described in section 104(b)(2)
of such title or, in the case of a State which
does not include such an area, the funds may
be obligated in any area of the State.

(e) INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION BALANCES.—
A State may not designate under subsection
(b) any more than 1⁄3 of funds apportioned or
allocated to the State for Interstate con-
struction and not obligated as of September
30, 1995.

(f) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,
amounts designated under subsection (b)
shall be available for obligation for the same
period for which such amounts were origi-
nally made available for obligation and shall
be subject to the provisions of title 23, Unit-
ed States Code. Obligation limitations for
Federal-aid highways and highway safety
construction programs established by the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 and subsequent laws shall
apply to obligations made under this section.

(g) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect calculations to determine al-
locations to States under section 157 of title
23, United States Code, and sections 1013(c),
1015(a), and 1015(b) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.

(h) STATE.—In this section and section 203,
the term ‘‘State’’ has the meaning such term
has under section 401 of title 23, United
States Code.
SEC. 206. MINIMUM ALLOCATION.

(a) FORMULA.—Section 157(a)(4) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘In fiscal’’ and inserting the
following:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In fiscal’’;
(2) by inserting ‘‘funds authorized to be ap-

propriated by subsection (f)’’ after ‘‘shall al-
locate’’;

(3) by moving subparagraph (A), as des-
ignated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, 2
ems to the right; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION.—If the aggre-

gate amount allocated to the States under
subparagraph (A) after application of section
1003(c) the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 for any fiscal
year beginning after September 30, 1995, is
less than the amount authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out this section for such fis-
cal year, then the excess of such authorized
amount shall be allocated as follows:

‘‘(i) The Secretary shall first allocate to
each State such amount as may be necessary
to increase the allocation under subpara-
graph (A) to the amount that would have
been allocated to the State for such fiscal
year if the full amount of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated for such fiscal year
by such Act out of the Highway Trust Fund
(other than the Mass Transit Account) were
appropriated without regard to such section
1003(c).

‘‘(ii) If any of such excess remains after the
allocation under clause (i), the Secretary
shall allocate to each State such amount as
may be necessary so that the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for such fiscal
year for each project to be carried out in
such State under sections 1103 through 1108
of such Act without regard to section 1003(c)
of such Act is available for the project.

‘‘(iii) The Secretary shall allocate among
the States any excess remaining after the al-
locations under clauses (i) and (ii) so that
each State is allocated the following per-
centages of the remaining excess:

‘‘States: Percentages
Alabama ................................... 1.80
Alaska ...................................... 1.20
Arizona ..................................... 1.43
Arkansas ................................... 1.42
California .................................. 9.17
Colorado ................................... 1.27
Connecticut .............................. 1.74
Delaware ................................... 0.39
District of Columbia ................. 0.52
Florida ...................................... 4.04
Georgia ..................................... 2.92
Hawaii ...................................... 0.54
Idaho ......................................... 0.70
Illinois ...................................... 3.88
Indiana ..................................... 2.18
Iowa .......................................... 1.27
Kansas ...................................... 1.13
Kentucky .................................. 1.53
Louisiana .................................. 1.52
Maine ........................................ 0.65
Maryland .................................. 1.68
Massachusetts .......................... 4.11
Michigan ................................... 2.75
Minnesota ................................. 1.69
Mississippi ................................ 1.11
Missouri .................................... 2.28
Montana ................................... 0.93
Nebraska ................................... 0.79
Nevada ...................................... 0.69
New Hampshire ......................... 0.48
New Jersey ............................... 2.86
New Mexico ............................... 1.02
New York .................................. 5.35
North Carolina .......................... 2.62
North Dakota ........................... 0.64
Ohio .......................................... 3.64
Oklahoma ................................. 1.36
Oregon ...................................... 1.23
Pennsylvania ............................ 4.93
Rhode Island ............................. 0.56
South Carolina ......................... 1.42
South Dakota ........................... 0.69
Tennessee ................................. 2.00
Texas ........................................ 6.21
Utah .......................................... 0.73
Vermont ................................... 0.43
Virginia .................................... 2.28
Washington ............................... 2.05
West Virginia ............................ 1.15
Wisconsin .................................. 1.90
Wyoming ................................... 0.65
Puerto Rico .............................. 0.46
Territories ................................ 0.01.

‘‘(C) TERRITORIES DEFINED.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘territories’ means the Vir-
gin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands.’’.

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF
OVER 200,000 IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 1997.—
Section 157 of such title is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e)
as subsection (e) and (f), respectively, and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS
OF OVER 200,000 IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND
1997.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—The percentage deter-
mined under paragraph (2) of funds allocated
to a State under subsection (a)(4)(B)(iii) for
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997 shall be ob-
ligated in urbanized areas of the State with
an urbanized population of over 200,000 under
section 133(d)(3).

‘‘(2) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred
to in paragraph (1) is the percentage deter-
mined by dividing—

‘‘(A) the total amount of the reduction in
funds which would have been attributed
under section 133(d)(3) to urbanized areas ofVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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the State with an urbanized population of
over 200,000 for fiscal year 1996 as a result of
the application of section 1003(c) of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991; by

‘‘(B) the total amount of the reduction in
authorized funds for fiscal year 1996 that
would have been allocated to the State, and
that would have been apportioned to the
State, as a result of the application of such
section 1003(c).’’.

(c) FUNDING.—Section 157(f) of such title,
as redesignated by subsection (b), is amended
by inserting before the period the following:
‘‘and before October 1, 1995, $1,101,000,000 for
fiscal year 1996, $1,378,000,000 for fiscal year
1997’’.
SEC. 207. RELIEF FROM MANDATES.

(a) MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS.—The Secretary
shall not take any action pursuant to or en-
force the provisions of section 303(c) of title
23, United States Code, with respect to any
State during fiscal year 1996.

(b) ASPHALT PAVEMENT CONTAINING RECY-
CLED RUBBER.—Section 1038 of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (105 Stat. 1987–1990) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (d); and
(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-

section (d).
SEC. 208. DEFINITIONS.

In this title, the following definitions
apply:

(1) AUTHORIZED FUNDS.—The term ‘‘author-
ized funds’’ means funds authorized to be ap-
propriated out of the Highway Trust Fund
(other than the Mass Transit Account) to
carry out title 23, United States Code (other
than sections 402 and 410) and the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 and subject to an obligation limitation.

(2) URBANIZED AREA.—The term ‘‘urbanized
area’’ has the meaning such term has under
section 101(a) of title 23, United States Code.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title II?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
III.

The text of title III is as follows:
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSIT OPERATING
ASSISTANCE LIMITATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any lim-
itation otherwise imposed on operating as-
sistance under section 5307 of title 49, United
States Code, the Secretary shall distribute
such limitation so that each urbanized area
(as such term is defined under section 5302 of
such title) that had a population under the
1990 decennial census of the United States of
less than 200,000 will receive, under the dis-
tribution of such limitation for fiscal year
1996, 75 percent of the amount the area re-
ceived under the distribution of such limita-
tion for fiscal year 1995.

(b) CONSIDERATION.—In the distribution of
the limitation referred to in subsection (a) to
urbanized areas that had a population under
the 1990 decennial census of 1,000,000 or more,
the Secretary shall direct each such area to
give priority consideration to the impact of
reductions in operating assistance on small-
er transit authorities operating within the
area and to consider the needs and resources
of such transit authorities when the limita-
tion is distributed among all transit authori-
ties operating in the area.
SEC. 302. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR HIGH COST FED-

ERAL-AID PROJECTS.
(a) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall re-

quire each recipient of Federal financial as-
sistance for a highway or transit project
with an estimated total cost of $1,000,000,000
or more to submit to the Secretary an an-
nual financial plan. Such plan shall be based
on detailed annual estimates of the cost to

complete the remaining elements of the
project and on reasonable assumptions, as
determined by the Secretary, of future in-
creases in the cost to complete the project.

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS ON WITHHOLDING OF
ASSISTANCE.—As part of an annual report to
be submitted under subsection (c), the Sec-
retary shall make a recommendation to Con-
gress on whether or not future Federal as-
sistance should be withheld with respect to
any project described in subsection (a) for
which an annual financial plan is not sub-
mitted under subsection (a) or for which the
Secretary determines that the estimates or
assumptions referred to in subsection (a) are
not reasonable.

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit to
Congress an annual report on the financial
plans submitted to the Secretary under this
section, and any recommendation made by
the Secretary under subsection (b), in the
preceding fiscal year.
SEC. 303. LETTERS OF INTENT AND FULL FINANC-

ING GRANT AND EARLY SYSTEMS
WORK AGREEMENTS.

Section 5309(g) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by indenting and dropping paragraph (1)
down 1 line;

(2) by moving all the paragraphs, subpara-
graphs, and clauses of such section 2 ems to
the right;

(3) by inserting after ‘‘(1)’’ the first place it
appears the following: ‘‘LETTERS OF INTENT.—
’’;

(4) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking ‘‘Public
Works and Transportation’’ and inserting
‘‘Transportation and Infrastructure’’;

(5) by inserting after (2) the first place it
appears ‘‘FULL FINANCING GRANT AGREE-
MENTS.—’’;

(6) by inserting after (3) the first place it
appears ‘‘EARLY SYSTEM WORK AGREEMENTS.—
’’;

(7) by inserting after (4) the first place it
appears ‘‘TOTAL ESTIMATED FUTURE OBLIGA-
TIONS AND CONTINGENT COMMITMENTS.—’’; and

(8) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) PREAUTHORIZATION OF FULL FEDERAL

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—After the date of the en-

actment of this paragraph and before the
date on which Federal-aid highway and tran-
sit programs are reauthorized, the Secretary
of Transportation may not issue a letter of
intent, or enter into a full financing grant
agreement or early systems work agreement,
under this section for a project or operable
segment of a project unless the full amount
of Federal financial responsibility for the
project or operable segment of a project has
been included in an authorization law.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—The prohibition on en-
tering into a full financing grant agreement
under this paragraph shall not apply—

‘‘(i) to any project for which a letter of in-
tent was issued before the date of the enact-
ment of this paragraph; and

‘‘(ii) to any project included as an element
of an interrelated project which also in-
cludes another project for which a letter of
intent was issued before such date of enact-
ment.’’.
SEC. 304. REPORT ON CAPITAL PROJECTS FOR

FIXED GUIDEWAY SYSTEMS AND EX-
TENSIONS TO EXISTING FIXED
GUIDEWAY SYSTEMS.

Section 5309(m) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by indenting and dropping paragraph (1)
down 1 line;

(2) by moving all the paragraphs and sub-
paragraphs of such section 2 ems to the
right;

(3) by inserting ‘‘PERCENTAGES.—’’ after
‘‘(1)’’ the first place it appears;

(4) by inserting ‘‘NONURBANIZED AREA ALLO-
CATION.—’’ after ‘‘(2)’’ the first place it ap-
pears;

(5) by inserting ‘‘REPORTS.—’’ after ‘‘(3)’’
the first place it appears;

(6) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘Public
Works and Transportation’’ and inserting
‘‘Transportation and Infrastructure’’;

(7) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘a proposal
on the allocation’’ and inserting ‘‘a report on
the proposed allocation’’;

(8) in paragraph (3) by adding at the end
the following:
‘‘Such report shall include for each such cap-
ital project the following:

‘‘(A) An analysis of the potential funding
requirements of the project under paragraph
(1)(B) in the succeeding 5 fiscal years.

‘‘(B) A description of the planning and
study process undertaken to select the lo-
cally preferred alternative for the project.

‘‘(C) A description of efforts undertaken to
seek alternative funding sources for the
project.’’; and

(9) by inserting ‘‘MULTIPLE ALLOCATIONS.—
’’ after ‘‘(4)’’ the first place it appears.
SEC. 305. REPEAL AND MODIFICATION OF EXIST-

ING PROJECTS.
(a) LONG BEACH METRO LINK FIXED RAIL

PROJECT.—Section 3035(o) of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (105 Stat. 2131) is repealed.

(b) HONOLULU RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT.—
Section 3035(ww) of such Act (105 Stat. 2136)
is amended by striking ‘‘$618,000,000’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$541,100,000’’.
SEC. 306. MISCELLANEOUS TRANSIT PROJECTS.

(a) NEW JERSEY URBAN CORE PROJECT.—
Section 3031(d) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105
Stat. 2122–2123) is amended—

(1) by inserting after ‘‘Hudson River Water-
front Transportation System’’ the following:
‘‘(including corridor connections to and
within the city of Bayonne)’’; and

(2) by inserting after ‘‘Concourse,’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘the West Shore Line,’’.

(b) NORTH BAY FERRY SERVICE.—Section
3035(c) of such Act (105 Stat. 2129) is amended
by striking ‘‘$8,000,000’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘1993’’ and inserting ‘‘$17,000,000’’.

(c) STATEN ISLAND-MIDTOWN MANHATTAN
FERRY SERVICE.—Section 3035(d) of such Act
is amended by striking ‘‘$1,000,000’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘1993’’ and inserting
‘‘$12,000,000’’.

(d) CENTRAL AREA CIRCULATOR PROJECT.—
Section 3035(e) of such Act is amended by
striking the last sentence which begins
‘‘Such amount’’.

(e) SALT LAKE CITY LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.—
Section 3035(f) of such Act is amended by in-
serting after ‘‘including’’ the following: ‘‘re-
lated high-occupancy vehicle lane, inter-
modal corridor design,’’.

(f) LOS ANGELES-SAN DIEGO RAIL CORRIDOR
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.—Section 3035(g) of
such Act is amended by striking ‘‘not less
than’’ the 1st place it appears and all that
follows through ‘‘1994’’ and inserting
‘‘$20,000,000’’.

(g) SAN JOSE-GILROY-HOLLISTER COMMUTER
RAIL PROJECT.—Section 3035(h) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘July 1, 1994’’ and inserting
‘‘September 30, 1996’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘August 1, 1994,’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘October 31, 1996,’’.

(h) DALLAS LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.—
(1) MULTIYEAR GRANT AGREEMENT.—Section

3035(i) of such Act is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘6.4 miles’’ and inserting

‘‘9.6 miles’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘10 stations’’ and inserting

‘‘not to exceed 14 stations’’;
(C) by striking ‘‘such light rail line’’ and

inserting ‘‘the program of interrelated
projects identified in section 5328(c)(1)(G) of
title 49, United States Code,’’; and

(D) by striking ‘‘of such elements’’ and in-
serting ‘‘element of such program of inter-
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(2) PROGRAM OF INTERRELATED PROJECTS.—

Section 5328(c)(1)(G) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Camp Wis-
dom’’ and inserting ‘‘Interstate Route 20,
L.B.J. Freeway’’.

(i) KANSAS CITY LIGHT RAIL LINE.—Section
3035(k) of such Act is amended by striking
‘‘$1,500,000 in fiscal year 1992, and $4,400,000 in
fiscal year 1993’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,900,000’’.

(j) DOWNTOWN ORLANDO CIRCULATOR
PROJECT.—Section 3035(l) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by striking the subsection heading and
inserting ‘‘DOWNTOWN ORLANDO CIRCULATOR
PROJECT’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘No later than April 30,
1992, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘for’’ the second place it ap-
pears and all that follows through the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘and the completion
of final design, construction, land and equip-
ment acquisition, and related activities for
the Downtown Orlando Circulator project.’’.

(k) DETROIT LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.—Section
3035(m) of such Act is amended by striking
‘‘not less than’’ the first place it appears and
all that follows through ‘‘1993,’’ and inserting
‘‘$20,000,000’’.

(l) LAKEWOOD-FREEHOLD-MATAWAN OR
JAMES- BURG RAIL PROJECT.—Section 3035(p)
of such Act is amended by striking
‘‘$1,800,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘1994’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,800,000’’.

(m) CHARLOTTE LIGHT RAIL STUDY.—Sec-
tion 3035(r) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$125,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘1993’’ and inserting ‘‘$500,000’’.

(n) SAN DIEGO MID COAST FIXED GUIDEWAY
PROJECT.—Section 3035(u) of such Act is
amended—

(1) in the subsection heading by striking
‘‘MID COAST LIGHT RAIL PROJECT’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘METROPOLITAN TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘No later than April 30,
1992, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘, $2,000,000’’ and all that
follows through the period and inserting
‘‘$27,000,000 for the integrated project financ-
ing of the San Diego Mid Coast and Mission
Valley East Corridor fixed guideway
projects.’’.

(o) EUREKA SPRINGS, ARKANSAS.—Section
3035(z) of such Act is amended by striking
the text and inserting the following: ‘‘From
funds made available under section
5309(m)(1)(C) of title 49, United States Code,
the Secretary shall make available $63,600 to
Eureka Springs Transit for the purchase of
an alternative fueled vehicle which is acces-
sible to and usable by individuals with dis-
abilities.’’.

(p) BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON TRANSPOR-
TATION IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM.—Section
3035(nn) of such Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘as fol-
lows:’’ and all that follows through ‘‘1994.’’
and inserting ‘‘and shall be $60,000,000.’’;

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘as fol-
lows:’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (C) and in-
serting ‘‘and shall total $160,000,000.’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘for fiscal
year 1993’’.

(q) DULLES CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT.—Sec-
tion 3035(aaa) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘No later than April 30,
1992, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘the completion’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘engineering for’’.

(r) CENTRAL PUGET SOUND REGIONAL TRAN-
SIT PROJECT.—Section 3035(bbb) of such Act
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(bbb) CENTRAL PUGET SOUND REGIONAL
TRANSIT PROJECT.—From funds made avail-
able under section 5309(m)(1)(B) of title 49,
United States Code, the Secretary shall
make available $300,000,000 for the Central
Puget Sound Regional Transit Project.’’.

(s) CANAL STREET CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL.—
Section 3035(fff) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘No later than April 30,
1992, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘negotiate’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘includes’’ and inserting
‘‘make available’’.

(t) ADDITIONAL TRANSIT PROJECTS.—
(1) CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND COMMUTER

RAIL.—From funds made available under sec-
tion 5309(m)(1)(B) of title 49, United States
Code, the Secretary shall make available
$6,500,000 for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland
Commuter Rail project.

(2) CINCINNATI NORTHEAST/NORTHERN KEN-
TUCKY RAIL.—From funds made available
under such section, the Secretary shall make
available $2,000,000 for the Cincinnati North-
east/Northern Kentucky Rail project.

(3) DART NORTH CENTRAL LIGHT RAIL EX-
TENSION.—From funds made available under
such section, the Secretary shall make avail-
able $2,500,000 for the DART North Central
Light Rail Extension project.

(4) DALLAS-FORT WORTH RAILTRAN.—From
funds made available under such section, the
Secretary shall make available $5,000,000 for
the Dallas-Fort Worth RAILTRAN project.

(5) FLORIDA TRI-COUNTY COMMUTER RAIL.—
From funds made available under such sec-
tion, the Secretary shall make available
$10,000,000 for the Florida Tri-County Com-
muter Rail project.

(6) MIAMI-NORTH 27TH AVENUE.—From funds
made available under such section, the Sec-
retary shall make available $2,000,000 for the
Miami-North 27th Avenue project.

(7) MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE, REGIONAL RAIL
PLAN.—From funds made available under
such section, the Secretary shall make avail-
able $2,500,000 for the Memphis, Tennessee,
Regional Rail Plan project.

(8) NEW ORLEANS CANAL STREET CORRIDOR.—
From funds made available under such sec-
tion, the Secretary shall make available
$10,000,000 for the New Orleans Canal Street
Corridor project.

(9) ORANGE COUNTY TRANSITWAY.—From
funds made available under such section, the
Secretary shall make available $5,000,000 for
the Orange County Transitway project.

(10) WHITEHALL FERRY TERMINAL, NEW YORK,
NEW YORK.—From funds made available
under such section, the Secretary shall make
available $5,000,000 for the Whitehall Ferry
Terminal project.

(11) WISCONSIN CENTRAL COMMUTER.—From
funds made available under such section, the
Secretary shall make available $14,400,000 for
the Wisconsin Central Commuter project.

(12) SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO, TREN URBANO.—
From funds made available under such sec-
tion, the Secretary shall make available
$15,000,000 for the San Juan, Puerto Rico,
Tren Urbano project.

(13) TAMPA TO LAKELAND COMMUTER RAIL.—
From funds made available under such sec-
tion, the Secretary shall make available
$1,000,000 for the Tampa to Lakeland Com-
muter Rail project.
SEC. 307. METROPOLITAN PLANNING FOR TRAN-

SIT PROJECTS.
Section 5303(b) of title 49, United States

Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(16) recreational travel and tourism.’’.
SEC. 308. CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND

DESIGN SERVICES.
Section 5325 of title 49, United States Code,

is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR ENGINEERING AND
DESIGN CONTRACTS.—

‘‘(1) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con-
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance
with subsection (d), whether funded in whole
or in part with Federal transit funds, shall

be performed and audited in compliance with
cost principles contained in the Federal ac-
quisition regulations of part 31 of title 48 of
the Code of Federal Regulations.

‘‘(2) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of per-
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds
under a contract or subcontract awarded in
accordance with subsection (d) shall accept
indirect cost rates established in accordance
with the Federal acquisition regulations for
1-year applicable accounting periods by a
cognizant Federal or State government
agency, if such rates are not currently under
dispute. Once a firm’s indirect cost rates are
accepted, the recipient of such funds shall
apply such rates for the purposes of contract
estimation, negotiation, administration, re-
porting, and contract payment and shall not
be limited by administrative or de facto ceil-
ings of any kind. A recipient of such funds
requesting or using the cost and rate data
described in this paragraph shall notify any
affected firm before such request or use.
Such data shall be confidential and shall not
be accessible or provided, in whole or in part,
to another firm or to any government agen-
cy which is not part of the group of agencies
sharing cost data under this paragraph, ex-
cept by written permission of the audited
firm. If prohibited by law, such cost and rate
data shall not be disclosed under any cir-
cumstances.

‘‘(3) STATE OPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2)
shall take effect 2 years after the date of the
enactment of this subsection with respect to
all States; except that if a State, during such
2-year period, adopts by statute an alter-
native process intended to promote engineer-
ing and design quality and ensure maximum
competition by professional companies of all
sizes providing engineering and design serv-
ices, such paragraphs shall not apply with
respect to such State.’’.
SEC. 309. FERRY BOATS AND TERMINAL FACILI-

TIES.
Section 129(c)(5) of title 23, United States

Code, is amended—
(1) by inserting before the period at the end

of the first sentence the following: ‘‘or be-
tween a point in a State and a point in the
Dominion of Canada’’; and

(2) in the second sentence by inserting
after ‘‘Puerto Rico’’ the following: ‘‘, be-
tween a point in a State and a point in the
Dominion of Canada,’’.
SEC. 310. UTILIZATION OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR

FOR SURVEYING AND MAPPING
SERVICES.

Section 306 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
‘‘In’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall issue

guidance to encourage States to utilize, to
the maximum extent practicable, private
sector sources for surveying and mapping
services for highway projects under this
title. In carrying out this subsection, the
Secretary shall determine appropriate roles
for State and private mapping and surveying
activities, including—

‘‘(1) preparation of standards and specifica-
tions;

‘‘(2) research in surveying and mapping in-
strumentation and procedures and tech-
nology transfer to the private sector;

‘‘(3) providing technical guidance, coordi-
nation, and administration of State survey-
ing and mapping activities; and

‘‘(4) establishing a schedule with quantifi-
able goals for increasing the use by the
States of private sector sources for survey-
ing and mapping activities.’’.
SEC. 311. FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) TRANSIT SECURITY SYSTEMS.—Section
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is amended by inserting before ‘‘and any
other’’ the following: ‘‘employing law en-
forcement or security personnel in areas
within or adjacent to such systems,’’.

(b) FERRYBOAT OPERATIONS.—For purposes
of calculating apportionments under section
5336 of title 49, United States Code, for fiscal
years beginning after September 30, 1995, 50
percent of the ferryboat revenue vehicle
miles and 50 percent of the ferryboat route
miles attributable to service provided to the
city of Avalon, California, for which the op-
erator receives public assistance shall be in-
cluded in the calculation of ‘‘fixed guideway
vehicle revenue miles’’ and ‘‘fixed guideway
route miles’’ attributable to the Los Angeles
urbanized area under sections 5336(b)(2)(A)
and 5335 of such title.
SEC. 312. ACCESSIBILITY OF OVER-THE-ROAD

BUSES TO INDIVIDUALS WITH DIS-
ABILITIES.

Section 306(a)(2)(B)(iii) of the Americans
With Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
12186(a)(2)(B)(iii)) is amended—

(1) in subclause (I) by striking ‘‘7 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act’’
and inserting ‘‘3 years after the date of issu-
ance of final regulations under subparagraph
(B)(ii)’’; and

(2) in subclause (II) by striking ‘‘6 years
after such date of enactment’’ and inserting
‘‘2 years after the date of issuance of such
final regulations’’.
SEC. 313. ALASKA RAILROAD.

Section 5337(a)(3)(B) of title 49, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘‘The Alaska Railroad is eligi-
ble for assistance under this subparagraph
with respect to improvements to its pas-
senger operations.’’.
SEC. 314. ALCOHOL AND CONTROLLED SUB-

STANCES TESTING.
(a) MASS TRANSIT TESTING.—Section

5331(b)(1)(A) of title 49, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) TESTING PROGRAM FOR MASS TRANS-
PORTATION EMPLOYEES.—(1)(A) In the inter-
est of mass transportation safety, the Sec-
retary shall prescribe regulations that estab-
lish a program requiring mass transpor-
tation operations that receive financial as-
sistance under section 5307, 5309, or 5311 of
this title or section 103(e)(4) of title 23 to
conduct preemployment, reasonable sus-
picion, random, and post-accident testing of
mass transportation employees responsible
for safety-sensitive functions (as decided by
the Secretary) for the use of a controlled
substance in violation of law or a United
States Government regulation, and to con-
duct reasonable suspicion, random, and post-
accident testing of such employees for the
use of alcohol in violation of law or a United
States Government regulation. The regula-
tions shall permit such operations to con-
duct preemployment testing of such employ-
ees for the use of alcohol.’’.

(b) RAILROAD TESTING.—Section
20140(b)(1)(A) of title 49, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) a railroad carrier to conduct
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, ran-
dom, and post-accident testing of all railroad
employees responsible for safety-sensitive
functions (as decided by the Secretary) for
the use of a controlled substance in violation
of law or a United States Government regu-
lation, and to conduct reasonable suspicion,
random, and post-accident testing of such
employees for the use of alcohol in violation
of law or a United States Government regu-
lation; the regulations shall permit such
railroad carriers to conduct preemployment
testing of such employees for the use of alco-
hol; and’’.

(c) MOTOR CARRIER TESTING.—Section
31306(b)(1)(A) of such title is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(b) TESTING PROGRAM FOR OPERATORS OF
COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLES.—(1)(A) In the
interest of commercial motor vehicle safety,
the Secretary of Transportation shall pre-
scribe regulations that establish a program
requiring motor carriers to conduct
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, ran-
dom, and post-accident testing of operators
of commercial motor vehicles for the use of
controlled substance in violation of law or a
United States Government regulation and to
conduct reasonable suspicion, random, and
post-accident testing of such operators for
the use of alcohol in violation of law or a
United States Government regulation. The
regulations shall permit such motor carriers
to conduct preemployment testing of such
employees for the use of alcohol.’’.

(d) AVIATION TESTING.—
(1) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF AIR CAR-

RIERS AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIERS.—Section
45102(a)(1) of title 49, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF AIR CAR-
RIERS AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIERS.—(1) In the
interest of aviation safety, the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion shall prescribe regulations that estab-
lish a program requiring air carriers and for-
eign air carriers to conduct preemployment,
reasonable suspicion, random, and post-acci-
dent testing of airmen, crewmembers, air-
port security screening contract personnel,
and other air carrier employees responsible
for safety-sensitive functions (as decided by
the Administrator) for the use of a con-
trolled substance in violation of law or a
United States Government regulation; and
to conduct reasonable suspicion, random,
and post-accident testing of airmen, crew-
members, airport security screening con-
tract personnel, and other air carrier em-
ployees responsible for safety-sensitive func-
tions (as decided by the Administrator) for
the use of alcohol in violation of law or a
United States Government regulation. The
regulations shall permit air carriers and for-
eign air carriers to conduct preemployment
testing of airmen, crewmembers, airport se-
curity screening contract personnel, and
other air carrier employees responsible for
safety-sensitive functions (as decided by the
Administrator) for the use of alcohol.’’.

(2) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FED-
ERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION.—Section
45102(b)(1) of title 49, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FED-
ERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION.—(1) The Ad-
ministrator shall establish a program of
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, ran-
dom, and post-accident testing for the use of
a controlled substance in violation of law or
a United States Government regulation for
employees of the Administration whose du-
ties include responsibility for safety-sen-
sitive functions and shall establish a pro-
gram of reasonable suspicion, random and
post-accident testing for the use of alcohol
in violation of law or a United States Gov-
ernment regulation for such employees. The
Administrator may establish a program of
preemployment testing for the use of alcohol
for such employees.’’.
SEC. 315. ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUN-

TERMEASURES.
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section

410(d)(1)(E) of title 23, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘the date of enactment
of this section’’ and inserting ‘‘December 18,
1991’’.

(b) BASIC GRANT ELIGIBILITY.—Section
410(d) of such title is further amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) A State shall be treated as having met

the requirement of this paragraph if—

‘‘(i) the State provides to the Secretary a
written certification that the highest court
of the State has issued a decision indicating
that implementation of subparagraph (A)
would constitute a violation of the constitu-
tion of the State; and

‘‘(ii) the State demonstrates to the satis-
faction of the Secretary—

‘‘(I) that the alcohol fatal crash involve-
ment rate in the State has decreased in each
of the 3 most recent calendar years for which
statistics for determining such rate are
available; and

‘‘(II) that the alcohol fatal crash involve-
ment rate in the State has been lower than
the average such rate for all States in each
of such calendar years.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) Any individual under age 21 with a

blood alcohol concentration of 0.02 percent
or greater when driving a motor vehicle shall
be deemed to be driving while intoxicated.’’.

(c) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—Section 410(f)
of such title is amended by striking para-
graph (1) and redesignating paragraphs (2)
through (7) as paragraphs (1) through (6), re-
spectively.
SEC. 316. SAFETY RESEARCH INITIATIVES.

(a) OLDER DRIVERS AND OTHER SPECIAL
DRIVER GROUPS.—

(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study of technologies and practices to im-
prove the driving performance of older driv-
ers and other special driver groups.

(2) DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITIES.—In con-
ducting the study under paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall undertake demonstration ac-
tivities which incorporate and build upon
gerontology research related to the study of
the normal aging process. The Secretary
shall initially implement such activities in
those States which have the highest popu-
lation of aging citizens for whom driving a
motor vehicle is their primary mobility
mode.

(3) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall carry out the study under para-
graph (1) by entering into a cooperative
agreement with an institution that has dem-
onstrated competencies in gerontological re-
search, population demographics, human fac-
tors related to transportation, and advanced
technology applied to transportation.

(b) WORK ZONE SAFETY.—In carrying out
the work zone safety program under section
1051 of the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991, the Secretary
shall utilize a variety of methods to increase
safety at highway construction sites, includ-
ing each of the following:

(1) Conferences to explore new techniques
and stimulate dialogue for improving work
zone safety.

(2) Creation of a national clearinghouse to
assemble and disseminate, by electronic and
other means, information relating to the im-
provement of work zone safety.

(3) A national promotional campaign in co-
operation with the States to provide timely,
site-specific information to motorists when
construction workers are actually present.

(c) RADIO AND MICROWAVE TECHNOLOGY FOR
MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY WARNING SYSTEM.—

(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to develop and evaluate radio and
microwave technology for a motor vehicle
safety warning system in furtherance of safe-
ty in all types of motor vehicles.

(2) EQUIPMENT.—Equipment developed
under the study to be conducted under sub-
section (a) shall be directed toward, but not
limited to, advance warning to operators of
all types of motor vehicles of—

(A) temporary obstructions in a highway;
(B) poor visibility and highway surface

conditions caused by adverse weather; and
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(3) SAFETY APPLICATIONS.—In conducting

the study under paragraph (1), the Secretary
shall determine whether the technology de-
scribed in this subsection has other appro-
priate safety applications.
SEC. 317. PUBLIC TRANSIT VEHICLES EXEMP-

TION.
Section 1023(h)(1) of the Intermodal Sur-

face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23
U.S.C. 127 note) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘2-year’’ the first place it
appears and all that follows through ‘‘Act,’’
and inserting ‘‘period beginning on October
6, 1992, and ending on the date on which Fed-
eral-aid highway and transit programs are
reauthorized after the date of the enactment
of the National Highway System Designation
Act of 1995,’’; and

(2) by striking the second sentence.
SEC. 318. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.
(a) AREAS ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-

tion 149(b) of title 23, United States Code, is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘if the project or program
is for an area in the State that was des-
ignated as a nonattainment area under sec-
tion 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7407(d)) during any part of fiscal year 1994
and’’ after ‘‘program’’ the 2nd place it ap-
pears; and

(B) in paragraph (1)(A) by striking ‘‘con-
tribute’’ and all that follows through ‘‘; or’’
and inserting the following: ‘‘contribute to—

‘‘(i) the attainment of a national ambient
air quality standard; or

‘‘(ii) the maintenance of a national ambi-
ent air quality standard in an area that was
designated as a nonattainment area but that
was later redesignated by the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency as
an attainment area under section 107(d) of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)); or’’.

(2) APPORTIONMENT.—Section 104(b)(2) of
title 23, United States Code, is amended—

(A) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘is
a nonattainment area (as defined in the
Clean Air Act) for ozone’’ and inserting ‘‘was
a nonattainment area (as defined in section
171(2) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(2)))
for ozone during any part of fiscal year 1994’’;
and

(B) in the third sentence—
(i) by striking ‘‘is also’’ and inserting ‘‘was

also’’; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘during any part of fiscal

year 1994’’ after ‘‘monoxide’’.
(b) EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON APPORTION-

MENT.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
any limitation under an amendment made by
this section on an apportionment of funds
otherwise authorized under section 1003(a)(4)
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 1919) shall not
affect any hold harmless apportionment ad-
justment under section 1015(a) of such Act
(105 Stat. 1943).
SEC. 319. QUALITY IMPROVEMENT.

(a) LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS.—Section
106 of title 23, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall

establish a program to require States to con-
duct an analysis of the life-cycle costs of all
projects on the National Highway System
with an estimated total cost of $25,000,000 or
more.

‘‘(2) ANALYSIS OF LIFE-CYCLE COSTS DE-
FINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘analysis
of life-cycle costs’ means a process for evalu-
ating the total economic worth of one or
more projects by analyzing both initial costs
as well as discounted future costs, such as
maintenance, reconstruction, rehabilitation,

restoring, and resurfacing costs, over the life
of the project or projects.’’.

(b) VALUE ENGINEERING.—Such section is
further amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(f) VALUE ENGINEERING FOR NHS.—
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a program to require States to carry
out a value engineering analysis for all
projects on the National Highway System
with an estimated total cost of $25,000,000 or
more.

‘‘(2) VALUE ENGINEERING DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘value en-
gineering analysis’ means a systematic proc-
ess of review and analysis of a project or ac-
tivity during its design phase by a
multidisciplined team of persons not origi-
nally involved in the project or activity in
order to provide suggestions for reducing the
total cost of the project or activity and pro-
viding a project or activity of equal or better
quality. Such suggestions may include a
combination or elimination of inefficient or
expensive parts of the original proposed de-
sign for the project or activity and total re-
design of the proposed project or activity
using different technologies, materials, or
methods so as to accomplish the original
purpose of the project or activity.’’.
SEC. 320. APPLICABILITY OF TRANSPORTATION

CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS.
(a) HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION.—Section 109(j)

of title 23, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘plan for the implementation of any
ambient air quality standard for any air
quality control region designated pursuant
to the Clean Air Act, as amended.’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘plan for—

‘‘(1) the implementation of a national am-
bient air quality standard for which an area
is designated as a nonattainment area under
section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7407(d)); or

‘‘(2) the maintenance of a national ambient
air quality standard in an area that was des-
ignated as a nonattainment area but that
was later redesignated by the Administrator
as an attainment area for the standard and
that is required to develop a maintenance
plan under section 175A of the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7505a).’’.

(b) CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIREMENTS.—Section
176(c) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(c))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(5) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall
apply only with respect to—

‘‘(A) a nonattainment area and each spe-
cific pollutant for which the area is des-
ignated as a nonattainment area; and

‘‘(B) an area that was designated as a non-
attainment area but that was later redesig-
nated by the Administrator as an attain-
ment area and that is required to develop a
maintenance plan under section 175A with
respect to the specific pollutant for which
the area was designated nonattainment.’’.
SEC. 321. QUALITY THROUGH COMPETITION.

(a) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE-
SIGN SERVICES.—Section 112(b)(2) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subparagraphs:

‘‘(C) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con-
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in
whole or in part with Federal-aid highway
funds, shall be performed and audited in
compliance with cost principles contained in
the Federal acquisition regulations of part 31
of title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

‘‘(D) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of per-
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds
under a contract or subcontract awarded in
accordance with subparagraph (A) shall ac-
cept indirect cost rates established in ac-
cordance with the Federal acquisition regu-

lations for 1-year applicable accounting peri-
ods by a cognizant Federal or State govern-
ment agency, if such rates are not currently
under dispute. Once a firm’s indirect cost
rates are accepted, the recipient of such
funds shall apply such rates for the purposes
of contract estimation, negotiation, admin-
istration, reporting, and contract payment
and shall not be limited by administrative or
de facto ceilings of any kind. A recipient of
such funds requesting or using the cost and
rate data described in this subparagraph
shall notify any affected firm before such re-
quest or use. Such data shall be confidential
and shall not be accessible or provided, in
whole or in part, to another firm or to any
government agency which is not part of the
group of agencies sharing cost data under
this subparagraph, except by written permis-
sion of the audited firm. If prohibited by law,
such cost and rate data shall not be disclosed
under any circumstances.

‘‘(E) STATE OPTION.—Subparagraphs (C) and
(D) shall take effect 2 years after the date of
the enactment of this subparagraph with re-
spect to all States; except that if a State,
during such 2-year period, adopts by statute
an alternative process intended to promote
engineering and design quality and ensure
maximum competition by professional com-
panies of all sizes providing engineering and
design services, such subparagraphs shall not
apply with respect to such State.’’.

(b) REPEAL OF PILOT PROGRAM.—Section
1092 of the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 112
note; 105 Stat. 2024) is repealed.
SEC. 322. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN VEHICLE

WEIGHT LIMITATIONS IN WISCON-
SIN.

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(f) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED
HAULING VEHICLES ON CERTAIN WISCONSIN
HIGHWAYS.—If the 104-mile portion of Wis-
consin State Route 78 and United States
Route 51 between Interstate Route 94 near
Portage, Wisconsin, and Wisconsin State
Route 29 south of Wausau, Wisconsin, is des-
ignated as part of the Interstate System
under section 139(a), the single axle weight,
tandem axle weight, gross vehicle weight,
and bridge formula limits set forth in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to the 104-mile
portion with respect to the operation of any
vehicle that could legally operate on the 104-
mile portion before the date of enactment of
this subsection.’’.
SEC. 323. TREATMENT OF CENTENNIAL BRIDGE,

ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS, AGREE-
MENT.

For purposes of section 129(a)(6) of title 23,
United States Code, the agreement concern-
ing the Centennial Bridge, Rock Island, Illi-
nois, entered into under the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act authorizing the city of Rock Island, Illi-
nois, or its assigns, to construct, maintain,
and operate a toll bridge across the Mis-
sissippi River at or near Rock Island, Illi-
nois, and to a place at or near the city of
Davenport, Iowa’’, approved March 18, 1938
(52 Stat. 110, chapter 48), shall be treated as
if the agreement had been entered into under
section 129 of title 23, United States Code, as
in effect on December 17, 1991, and may be
modified in accordance with section 129(a)(6)
of the title.
SEC. 324. METRIC REQUIREMENTS AND SIGNS.

(a) PLACEMENT OF SIGNS.—Before Septem-
ber 30, 1997, the Secretary may not require
the States to expend any Federal or State
funds to construct, erect, or otherwise place
any sign relating to any speed limit, dis-
tance, or other measurement on any high-
way for the purpose of having such sign es-
tablish such speed limit, distance, or other
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(b) MODIFICATION OF SIGNS.—Before Sep-

tember 30, 1997, the Secretary may not re-
quire the States to expend any Federal or
State funds to modify any sign relating to
any speed limit, any distance, or other meas-
urement on any highway for the purpose of
having such sign establish such speed limit,
distance, or measurement using the metric
system.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

(1) HIGHWAY.—The term ‘‘highway’’ has the
meaning such term has under section 101 of
title 23, United States Code.

(2) METRIC SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘metric sys-
tem’’ has the meaning the term ‘‘metric sys-
tem of measurement’’ has under section 4 of
the Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (15 U.S.C.
205c).
SEC. 325. ISTEA TECHNICAL CLARIFICATION.

Section 131(s) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking the period at
the end of the first sentence and inserting
the following: ‘‘; except that nothing in this
subsection or section 1047 of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 shall restrict, or otherwise be applied by
the Secretary to affect, the authority of a
State under subsection (d) of this section
with respect to commercial or industrial
areas or the authority of a State under sub-
section (k) of this section to establish stand-
ards imposing stricter limitations than those
established in this subsection.’’.
SEC. 326. METROPOLITAN PLANNING FOR HIGH-

WAY PROJECTS.
Section 134(f) of title 23, United States

Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(16) Recreational travel and tourism.’’.
SEC. 327. NON-FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN

TOLL BRIDGE PROJECTS.
Section 144(l) of title 23, United States

Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘Any non-Federal funds expended
for the seismic retrofit of the bridge may be
credited toward the non-Federal share re-
quired as a condition of receipt of any Fed-
eral funds for seismic retrofit of the bridge
made available after the date of the expendi-
ture.’’.
SEC. 328. DISCOVERY AND ADMISSION AS EVI-

DENCE OF CERTAIN REPORTS AND
SURVEYS.

Section 409 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by inserting ‘‘or collected’’ after
‘‘compiled’’.
SEC. 329. NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS.

(a) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1302(c) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (33 U.S.C. 1261(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Act’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘part’’;

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking subpara-
graph (B) and redesignating subparagraphs
(C) and (D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), re-
spectively; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) SIXTH YEAR PROVISION.—On and after

the date that is 5 years after the date of the
enactment of this part, a State shall be eligi-
ble to receive moneys under this part in a
fiscal year only if the State agrees to expend
from non-Federal sources for carrying out
projects under this part an amount equal to
20 percent of the amount received by the
State under this part in such fiscal year.’’.

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Section
1302(d)(1) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1261(d)(1)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (E); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following:

‘‘(D) contracting for services with other
land management agencies; and’’.

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1302(e) of such Act

(33 U.S.C. 1261(e)) is amended—
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (5), (6), (7),

and (8) as paragraphs (6), (7), (8), and (9), re-
spectively; and

(B) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(5) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION.—
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—To the extent prac-

ticable and consistent with other require-
ments of this section, in complying with
paragraph (4), a State shall give priority to
project proposals which provide for the rede-
sign, reconstruction, nonroutine mainte-
nance, or relocation of trails in order to
mitigate and minimize the impact to the
natural environment.

‘‘(B) COMPLIANCE.—The State shall receive
guidance for determining compliance with
subparagraph (A) from the recreational trail
advisory board satisfying the requirements
of subsection (c)(2)(A).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
1302(e)(4) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1261(e)(4)) is
amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs (6) and
(8)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (7) and
(9)(B)’’.

(d) EXCLUSIONS.—Section 1302(e)(7) of such
Act, as redesignated by subsection (c), is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(7) SMALL STATE EXCLU-
SION.—’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(7) EXCLUSIONS.—
‘‘(A) SMALL STATE.—’’;
(2) by moving the text of subparagraph (A),

as designated by paragraph (1), 2 ems to the
right; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) BEST INTEREST OF A STATE.—Any

State which determines based on trail needs
identified in its State Comprehensive Out-
door Recreation Plan that it is in the best
interest of the State to be exempt from the
requirements of paragraph (4) may apply to
the Secretary for such an exemption. Before
approving or disapproving an application for
such an exemption, the Secretary shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register notice of receipt
of the application and provide an oppor-
tunity for public comment on the applica-
tion.’’.

(e) RETURN OF MONEYS NOT EXPENDED.—
Section 1302(e)(9) of such Act, as redesig-
nated by subsection (c), is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘the State’’ before ‘‘may
be exempted’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and expended or commit-
ted’’ and all that follows before the period.

(f) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 1303(b)
of such Act (16 U.S.C. 1262(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘11 members’’ and inserting
‘‘12 members’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respec-
tively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(2) 1 member appointed by the Secretary
representing individuals with disabilities;’’.
SEC. 330. IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY

CORRIDORS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1105(c) of the

Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2032) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(5)(A) I–73/74 North-South Corridor from
Charleston, South Carolina, through Win-
ston-Salem, North Carolina, to Portsmouth,
Ohio, to Cincinnati, Ohio, to termini at De-
troit, Michigan and Sault Ste. Marie, Michi-
gan. The Sault Ste. Marie terminus shall be
reached via a corridor connecting Adrian,

Jackson, Lansing, Mount Pleasant, and
Grayling, Michigan.

‘‘(B)(i) In the Commonwealth of Virginia,
the Corridor shall generally follow—

‘‘(I) United States Route 220 from the Vir-
ginia-North Carolina border to I–581 south of
Roanoke;

‘‘(II) I–581 to I–81 in the vicinity of Roa-
noke;

‘‘(III) I–81 to the proposed highway to dem-
onstrate intelligent transportation systems
authorized by item 29 of the table in section
1107(b) in the vicinity of Christiansburg to
United States Route 460 in the vicinity of
Blacksburg; and

‘‘(IV) United States Route 460 to the West
Virginia State line.

‘‘(ii) In the States of West Virginia, Ken-
tucky, and Ohio, the Corridor shall generally
follow—

‘‘(I) United States Route 460 from the West
Virginia State line to United States Route 52
at Bluefield, West Virginia; and

‘‘(II) United States Route 52 to United
States Route 23 at Portsmouth, Ohio.

‘‘(iii) In the States of North Carolina and
South Carolina, the Corridor shall generally
follow—

‘‘(I) in the case of I–73—
‘‘(aa) United States Route 220 from the

Virginia State line to State Route 68 in the
vicinity of Greensboro;

‘‘(bb) State Route 68 to I–40;
‘‘(cc) I–40 to United States Route 220 in

Greensboro;
‘‘(dd) United States Route 220 to United

States Route 1 near Rockingham;
‘‘(ee) United States Route 1 to the South

Carolina State line; and
‘‘(ff) South Carolina State line to Charles-

ton, South Carolina; and
‘‘(II) in the case of I–74—
‘‘(aa) I–77 from Bluefield, West Virginia, to

the junction of I–77 and the United States
Route 52 connector in Surry County, North
Carolina;

‘‘(bb) the I–77/United States Route 52 con-
nector to United States Route 52 south of
Mount Airy, North Carolina;

‘‘(cc) United States Route 52 to United
States Route 311 in Winston-Salem, North
Carolina;

‘‘(dd) United States Route 311 to United
States Route 220 in the vicinity of
Randleman, North Carolina.

‘‘(ee) United States Route 220 to United
States Route 74 near Rockingham;

‘‘(ff) United States Route 74 to United
States Route 76 near Whiteville;

‘‘(gg) United States Route 74/76 to the
South Carolina State line in Brunswick
County; and

‘‘(hh) South Carolina State line to Charles-
ton, South Carolina.’’;

(2) in paragraph (18)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’;
(B) by inserting ‘‘Arkansas,’’ after ‘‘Ten-

nessee,’’; and
(C) by inserting before the period at the

end the following: ‘‘, and to the Lower Rio
Grande Valley at the border between the
United States and Mexico’’;

(3) by inserting before the period at the end
of paragraph (20) the following: ‘‘, and to in-
clude the Corpus Christi Northside Highway
and Rail Corridor from the existing intersec-
tion of United States Route 77 and Interstate
Route 37 to United States Route 181’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(22) The Alameda Transportation Corridor

along Alameda Street from the entrance to
the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to
Interstate 10, Los Angeles, California.

‘‘(23) The Interstate Route 35 Corridor from
Laredo, Texas, through Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, to Wichita, Kansas, to Kansas
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to Minneapolis, Minnesota, to Duluth, Min-
nesota.

‘‘(24) The Dalton Highway from Deadhorse,
Alaska to Fairbanks, Alaska.

‘‘(25) State Route 168 (South Battlefield
Boulevard), Virginia, from the Great Bridge
Bypass to the North Carolina State line.

‘‘(26) The CANNAMEX CORRIDOR from
Nogales, Arizona, through Las Vegas, Ne-
vada, to Salt Lake City, Utah, to Idaho
Falls, Idaho, to Great Falls, Montana, to the
Canadian Border as follows:

‘‘(A) In the State of Arizona, the
CANAMEX CORRIDOR shall generally fol-
low—

‘‘(i) I–19 from Nogales to Tucson;
‘‘(ii) I–10 from Tucson to Phoenix; and
‘‘(iii) United States Route 93 from Phoenix

to the Nevada Border.
‘‘(B) In the State of Nevada, the

CANAMEX CORRIDOR shall follow—
‘‘(i) United States Route 93 from the Ari-

zona Border to Las Vegas; and
‘‘(ii) I–15 from Las Vegas to the Utah Bor-

der.
‘‘(C) From the Utah Border to the Cana-

dian Border, the CANAMEX CORRIDOR
shall follow I–15.’’.

(b) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Section 1105(e) of
such Act (105 Stat. 2033) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(5) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Where not a part of
the Interstate System, the routes referred to
in clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of subsection
(c)(5)(B) (other than the portion located in
the State of West Virginia), in subsection
(c)(9), and in subsections (c)(18) and (c)(20)
are hereby designated future parts of the
Interstate System. Any segment of such
routes shall become a part of the Interstate
System at such time as the Secretary deter-
mines that the segment—

‘‘(A) meets the Interstate System design
standards approved by the Secretary under
section 109(b) of title 23, United States Code;
and

‘‘(B) connects to an existing Interstate
System segment and functions as a safe and
usable segment.’’.
SEC. 331. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDOR FEASIBIL-

ITY STUDIES.
(a) EVACUATION ROUTES FOR LOUISIANA

COASTAL AREAS.—Section 1105(e)(2) of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2033) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘A feasibility study may be conducted
under this subsection to identify routes that
will expedite future emergency evacuations
of coastal areas of Louisiana.’’.

(b) EAST-WEST TRANSAMERICA CORRIDOR.—
With amounts available to the Secretary
under section 1105(h) of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
the Secretary in cooperation with the States
of Virginia and West Virginia shall conduct
a study to determine the feasibility of estab-
lishing a route for the East-West Trans-
america Corridor (designated pursuant to
section 1105(c)(3) of such Act) from Beckley,
West Virginia, utilizing a corridor entering
Virginia near the city of Covington then
moving south from the Allegheny Highlands
to serve Roanoke and continuing east to
Lynchburg. From there such route would
continue across Virginia to the Hampton
Roads-Norfolk area.
SEC. 332. HIGH COST BRIDGE PROJECTS.

The table contained in section 1103(b) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2027–2028) is
amended—

(1) in item number 5, relating to Glouces-
ter Point, Virginia, by inserting after ‘‘York
River’’ the following: ‘‘and for repair,

strengthening, and rehabilitation of the ex-
isting bridge’’; and

(2) in item number 10, relating to
Shakopee, Minnesota, by inserting ‘‘project,
including the bypass of’’ after ‘‘replace-
ment’’.
SEC. 333. CONGESTION RELIEF PROJECTS.

The table contained in section 1104(b) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2029–2031) is
amended—

(1) in item number 1, relating to Long
Beach, California, by striking ‘‘HOV Lanes
on’’ and inserting ‘‘downtown Long Beach
access ramps into the southern terminus of’’;

(2) in item number 10, relating to San
Diego, California, by striking ‘‘1 block of Cut
and Cover Tunnel on Rt. 15’’ and inserting
‘‘bridge decking on Route 15’’;

(3) in item number 23, relating to Tucson,
Arizona, by inserting ‘‘, of which a total of
$3,609,620 shall be available for the project
authorized by item number 74 of the table
contained in section 1106(b)’’ after ‘‘in
Tuscon, Arizona’’; and

(4) in item number 43, relating to West Vir-
ginia, by striking ‘‘Coal Fields’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Coalfields’’.
SEC. 334. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON NA-

TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.
Section 1105(c)(3) of the Intermodal Sur-

face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(105 Stat. 2032) is amended by inserting be-
fore the period at the end the following:
‘‘commencing on the Atlantic Coast in the
Hampton Roads-Norfolk area going westward
across Virginia to a West Virginia corridor
centered around Beckley to Welch as part of
the Coalfields Expressway described in sec-
tion 1069(v), then to Williamson sharing a
common corridor with the I–73/74 Corridor
(referred to in item 12 of the table contained
in subsection (f)), then to a Kentucky Cor-
ridor centered on the cities of Pikeville, Jen-
kins, Hazard, London, Somerset, Columbia,
Bowling Green, Hopkinsville, Benton, and
Paducah, into Illinois, and into Missouri and
exiting Western Missouri and entering the
southeast corner of Kansas’’.
SEC. 335. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDOR PROJECTS.

The table contained in section 1105(f) of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2033–2035) is
amended—

(1) in item 1, relating to Pennsylvania, by
inserting after ‘‘For’’ the following: ‘‘the
segment described in item 6 of this table and
up to $11,000,000 for’’;

(2) in item 2, relating to Alabama, Georgia,
Mississippi, Tennessee, by inserting after
‘‘Rt. 72’’ the following: ‘‘and up to $1,500,000
from the State of Alabama’s share of the
project for modification of the Keller Memo-
rial Bridge in Decatur, Alabama, to a pedes-
trian structure’’; and

(3) in item number 26, relating to Indiana,
Kentucky, Tennessee, by striking
‘‘Newberry’’ and inserting ‘‘Evansville’’.
SEC. 336. RURAL ACCESS PROJECTS.

The table contained in section 1106(a)(2) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2037–2042) is
amended—

(1) in item number 34, relating to Illinois,
by striking ‘‘Resurfacing’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘Omaha’’ and inserting ‘‘Bel-
Air Road improvement from south of Carmi
to State Route 141 in southeastern White
County’’;

(2) in item number 52, relating to Bedford
Springs, Pennsylvania, by striking ‘‘and
Huntington’’ and inserting ‘‘Franklin, and
Huntingdon’’;

(3) in item number 61, relating to Lubbock,
Texas, by striking ‘‘with Interstate 20’’ and
inserting ‘‘with Interstate 10 through Inter-
state 20 and Interstate 27 north of Amarillo
to the Texas/Oklahoma border’’;

(4) in item number 71, relating to Chautau-
qua County, New York, by inserting ‘‘and
other improvements’’ after ‘‘expressway
lanes’’;

(5) in item number 75, relating to Penn-
sylvania, by striking ‘‘Widen’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘lanes’’ and inserting ‘‘Road
improvements on a 14-mile segment of U.S.
Route 15 in Lycoming County, Pennsylva-
nia’’;

(6) in item number 93, relating to New Mex-
ico, by striking ‘‘Raton-Clayton Rd., Clay-
ton, New Mexico’’ and inserting ‘‘U.S. Rt. 64/
87 from Raton, New Mexico, through Clayton
to the Texas-New Mexico State line’’; and

(7) in item number 111, relating to Parker
County, Texas (SH199)—

(A) by striking ‘‘Parker County’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Parker and Tarrant Counties’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘to four-’’ and inserting ‘‘in
Tarrant County, to freeway standards and in
Parker County to a 4-’’.
SEC. 337. URBAN ACCESS AND MOBILITY

PROJECTS.
The table contained in section 1106(b)(2) of

the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2043–2047) is
amended—

(1) in item number (9), relating to New
York, New York, by striking ‘‘Improve-
ments’’ and all that follows through ‘‘NY’’
and inserting ‘‘Projects in New York City,
New York (other than improvements to the
Miller Highway)’’;

(2) in item number 13, relating to Joliet, Il-
linois, by striking ‘‘and construction and
interchange at Houbolt Road and I–80’’;

(3) in item number 36, relating to Compton,
California, by striking ‘‘For a grade’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘Corridor’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘For grade separations and other im-
provements in the city of Compton, Califor-
nia’’; and

(4) in item number 52, relating to Chicago,
Illinois, by striking ‘‘Right-of-way’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘Connector)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Reconstruct the Michigan Avenue
viaduct’’.
SEC. 338. INNOVATIVE PROJECTS.

The table contained in section 1107(b) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2048–2059) is
amended—

(1) in item 19, relating to Water Street,
Pennsylvania—

(A) by striking ‘‘Water Street,’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘, or other projects in the

counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin,
and Huntingdon as selected by the State of
Pennsylvania’’ after ‘‘Pennsylvania’’ the sec-
ond place it appears;

(2) in item 20, relating to Holidaysburg,
Pennsylvania—

(A) by striking ‘‘Holidaysburg,’’ the first
place it appears; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘, or other projects in the
counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin,
and Huntingdon as selected by the State of
Pennsylvania’’ after ‘‘Pennsylvania’’ the sec-
ond place it appears;

(3) in item number 24, relating to Penn-
sylvania, by inserting after ‘‘line’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘and for the purchase, rehabilita-
tion, and improvement of any similar exist-
ing facility within a 150-mile radius of such
project, as selected by the State of Penn-
sylvania’’;

(4) in item number 29, relating to
Blacksburg, Virginia, by inserting ‘‘methods
of facilitating public and private participa-
tion in’’ after ‘‘demonstrate’’;

(5) in item number 35, relating to Alabama,
by striking ‘‘to bypass’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘I–85’’ and inserting ‘‘beginning on
U.S. Route 80 west of Montgomery, Alabama,
and connecting to I–65 south of Montgomery
and I–85 east of Montgomery’’;VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9286 September 20, 1995
(6) in item 49, relating to Suffolk County,

New York, by inserting after ‘‘perimeters’’
the following: ‘‘and provide funds to the
towns of Brookhaven, Riverhead,
Smithtown, East Hampton, Southold, Shel-
ter Island, and Southampton for the pur-
chase of vehicles to meet the transportation
needs of the elderly and persons with disabil-
ities’’;

(7) in item number 52, relating to Penn-
sylvania, by striking ‘‘2’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘Pennsylvania’’ and inserting ‘‘or
rehabilitate (or both) highway and transpor-
tation infrastructure projects within 30
miles of I–81 or I–80 in northeastern Penn-
sylvania’’;

(8) in item number 61, relating to Mojave,
California, by striking ‘‘Mojave’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Victorville’’ and by inserting ‘‘Mojave’’
after ‘‘reconstruct’’;

(9) in item number 68, relating to Portland/
S. Portland, Maine—

(A) by striking ‘‘Portland/S. Portland,’’;
and

(B) by inserting after ‘‘Bridge’’ the follow-
ing: ‘‘and improvements to the Carlton
Bridge in Bath-Woolworth’’;

(10) in item number 76, relating to Ten-
nessee, by inserting ‘‘Improved access to’’
before ‘‘I–81’’ and striking ‘‘Interchange’’ and
inserting after ‘‘Tennessee’’ the following:
‘‘via improvements at I–181/Eastern Star
Road and I–81/Kendrick Creek Road’’;

(11) in item number 100, relating to Arkan-
sas, by striking ‘‘Thornton’’ and inserting
‘‘Little Rock’’;

(12) in item number 113, relating to Dur-
ham County, North Carolina, by inserting
after ‘‘Route 147’’ the following: ‘‘, including
the interchange at I–85’’;

(13) in item number 114, relating to Corpus
Christi to Angleton, Texas, by striking
‘‘Construct new multi-lane freeway’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Construct a 4-lane divided high-
way’’;

(14) in item number 193, relating to Cor-
ning, New York, by inserting ‘‘and other im-
provements’’ after ‘‘expressway lanes’’; and

(15) in item 196, relating to Orlando, Flor-
ida—

(A) by striking ‘‘Orlando,’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘Land’’ and all that follows

through ‘‘project’’ and inserting ‘‘One or
more regionally significant, intercity ground
transportation projects’’.
SEC. 339. INTERMODAL PROJECTS.

The table contained in section 1108(b) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2060–2063) is
amended—

(1) in item number 12, relating to Buffalo,
New York, by inserting after ‘‘Project’’ the
following: ‘‘and the Crossroads Arena
Project’’; and

(2) in item number 31, relating to Los An-
geles, California, by striking ‘‘To improve
ground access from Sepulveda Blvd. to Los
Angeles, California’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘For the Los Angeles International
Airport central terminal ramp access
project, $3,500,000; for the widening of Avia-
tion Boulevard south of Imperial Highway,
$3,500,000; for the widening of Aviation Bou-
levard north of Imperial Highway, $1,000,000;
and for transportation systems management
improvements in the vicinity of the Sepul-
veda Boulevard/Los Angeles International
Airport tunnel, $950,000’’.
SEC. 340. MISCELLANEOUS REVISIONS TO SUR-

FACE TRANSPORTATION AND UNI-
FORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1987.

(a) CALIFORNIA.—Section 149(a)(69) of the
Surface Transportation and Uniform Reloca-
tion Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 191), re-
lating to Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Air-
port, California, is amended—

(1) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘high-
way’’;

(2) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘and
construction of terminal and parking facili-
ties at such airport’’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘by making’’ in the second
sentence and all that follows through the pe-
riod at the end of such sentence and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘by preparing a feasibility
study and conducting preliminary engineer-
ing, design, and construction of a link be-
tween such airport and the commuter rail
system that is being developed by the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Authority.’’.

(b) LOUISIANA.—
(1) RURAL ACCESS PROJECT.—
(A) RESCISSION.—Effective October 1, 1995,

the unobligated balances on September 30,
1995, of funds made available for section
149(a)(87) of the Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987
(101 Stat. 194; relating to West Calcasieu Par-
ish, Louisiana) are hereby rescinded.

(B) FUNDING.—Item number 17 of the table
contained in section 1106(a)(2) of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (105 Stat. 2038), relating to Lake
Charles, Louisiana, is amended by striking
‘‘4.1’’ and inserting ‘‘8.8’’.

(2) I–10 EXIT RAMP AND OTHER PROJECTS.—
Section 149(a)(89) of the Surface Transpor-
tation and Uniform Relocation Assistance
Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 191) is amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘AND LAKE CHARLES’’ after
‘‘LAFAYETTE’’ in the paragraph heading; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end ‘‘and, of amounts made available to
carry out this paragraph, may use up to
$456,022 to carry out a comprehensive trans-
portation and land use plan for Lafayette,
Louisiana, $1,000,000 to carry out a project to
construct an exit ramp from the eastbound
side of Interstate Route I–10 to Ryan Street
in Lake Charles, Louisiana, and $269,661
under this paragraph for projects described
in section 149(a)(90)’’.

(3) CONTRABAND BRIDGE.—Section 149(a)(90)
of such Act (101 Stat. 191) is amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘AND LAKE CHARLES’’ after
‘‘LAFAYETTE’’ in the paragraph heading; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘and a project to con-
struct the Contraband Bridge portion of the
Nelson Access Road Project’’ before the pe-
riod at the end.

(c) PENNYSLVANIA.—Section 149(a)(74) of
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Re-
location Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 192)
is amended by inserting before the period at
the end the following: ‘‘and other projects in
the counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre,
Franklin, and Huntingdon, Pennsylvania’’.

(d) MARYLAND.—Section 149(a)(92) of such
Act (101 Stat. 194) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘UNITED STATES ROUTE 48’’
and inserting ‘‘WASHINGTON AND FREDERICK
COUNTIES’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘and to construct an inter-
change between Interstate Route I–70 and
Interstate Route I–270 in Frederick County,
Maryland’’ after ‘‘Mountain Road’’.

(e) BUS TESTING FACILITY.—Section 5318 of
title 49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (b) by inserting ‘‘or coop-
erative agreement’’ after ‘‘contract’’ each
place it appears; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(f) CONVERSION OF CONTRACTS.—The Sec-

retary may convert existing contracts en-
tered into under this section into coopera-
tive agreements.’’.
SEC. 341. ELIGIBILITY.

(a) EXISTING PROJECT.—Section 108(b) of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (23
U.S.C. 101 note) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘such costs
may be further’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘, and (2) the amount of
such costs shall not include the portion of
the project between High Street and Cause-
way Street’’.

(b) OTHER EXISTING PROJECTS.—
(1) RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING.—The

project authorized by section 162 of the Sur-
face Transportation Assistance Act of 1982
(96 Stat. 2136) shall include reconstruction
and widening to 6 lanes of existing Interstate
Route 95 and of the Pennsylvania Turnpike
from United States Route 1 to the junction
with the New Jersey Turnpike.

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Federal share
payable on account of the project referred to
in paragraph (1), including the additional
through roadway and bridge travel lanes,
shall be 90 percent of the cost of the project.

(3) TOLLS.—Notwithstanding section 301 of
title 23, United States Code, the project for
construction of an interchange between the
Pennsylvania Turnpike and Interstate Route
95, including the widening of the Pennsylva-
nia Turnpike, shall be treated as a recon-
struction project described in section
129(a)(1)(B) of such title and tolls may be
continued on all traffic on the Pennsylvania
Turnpike between United States Route 1 and
the New Jersey Turnpike.

(c) TYPE II NOISE BARRIERS.—No funds
made available out of the Highway Trust
Fund may be used to construct Type II noise
barriers (as defined by section 772.5(i) of title
23, Code of Federal Regulations) pursuant to
sections 109 (h) and (i) of title 23, United
States Code if such barriers were not part of
a project approved by the Secretary before
the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 342. ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, TOLL
ROADS.

The Secretary shall enter into an agree-
ment modifying the agreement entered into
pursuant to section 339 of the Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102–338) to
conform such agreement to the provisions of
section 336 of the Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1995 (Public Law 103–331). Nothing in
this section shall be construed to change the
amount of the previous appropriation in such
section 339, and the line of credit provided
for shall not exceed an amount supported by
the previous appropriation. In implementing
such sections 336 and 339, the Secretary may
enter into an agreement requiring an inter-
est rate that is higher than the rate specified
in such sections.

SEC. 343. MISCELLANEOUS STUDIES.

(a) PAN AMERICAN HIGHWAY.—
(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a

study on the adequacy of and the need for
improvements to the Pan American High-
way.

(2) ELEMENTS.—The study to be conducted
under paragraph (1) shall include, at a mini-
mum, the following elements:

(A) Findings on the benefits of construct-
ing a highway at Darien Gap, Panama and
Colombia.

(B) Recommendations for a self-financing
arrangement for completion and mainte-
nance of the Pan American Highway.

(C) Recommendations for establishing a
Pan American highway authority to monitor
financing, construction, maintenance, and
operations of the Pan American Highway.

(D) Findings on the benefits to trade and
prosperity of a more efficient Pan American
Highway.

(E) Findings on the benefits to United
States industry through the use of United
States technology and equipment in con-
struction of improvements to the Pan Amer-
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(F) Findings on environmental consider-

ations, including environmental consider-
ations relating to the Darien Gap.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re-
port on the results of the study conducted
under this subsection.

(b) HIGHWAY SIGNS FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SYSTEM.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to determine the cost, need, and effi-
cacy of establishing a highway sign for iden-
tifying routes on the National Highway Sys-
tem. In conducting such study, the Secretary
shall make a determination concerning
whether to identify National Highway Sys-
tem route numbers.

(c) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.—
(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a

study on compliance with the provisions of
the Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c)
with respect to contracts entered into using
amounts made available from the Highway
Trust Fund.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re-
port on the results of the study conducted
under paragraph (1).
SEC. 344. COLLECTION OF BRIDGE TOLLS.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, tolls collected for motor vehicles on any
bridge connecting the boroughs of Brooklyn,
New York, and Staten Island, New York,
shall continue to be collected for only those
vehicles exiting from such bridge in Staten
Island.
SEC. 345. NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.

Section 30308(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and $2,550,000
for fiscal year 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘and
$2,550,000 for each of fiscal years 1995 and
1996’’.
SEC. 346. ROADSIDE BARRIER TECHNOLOGY.

Section 1058 of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23
U.S.C. 109 note; 105 Stat. 2003) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘median’’
and inserting ‘‘or temporary crashworthy’’;

(2) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘crash-
worthy’’ after ‘‘innovative’’;

(3) in the heading of subsection (c) by in-
serting ‘‘CRASHWORTHY’’ after ‘‘INNOVATIVE’’;

(4) in subsection (c) by inserting ‘‘crash-
worthy’’ after ‘‘innovative’’;

(5) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘median’’;
(6) by inserting ‘‘or guiderail’’ after

‘‘guardrail’’; and
(7) by inserting before the period at the end

of subsection (c) ‘‘, and meets or surpasses
the requirements of the National Coopera-
tive Highway Research Program 350 for lon-
gitudinal barriers’’.
SEC. 347. MOTORIST CALL BOXES.

(a) EFFECTIVE CONTROL.—Section 131(c) of
title 23, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and (5)’’ and inserting the
following: ‘‘(5) signs, displays, and devices
identifying and announcing free motorist aid
call boxes and advertising their sponsorship
by corporations or other organizations, and
(6)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ‘‘The Secretary shall ensure that
spacing of signs, displays, and devices an-
nouncing motorist aid call boxes is reason-
able.’’.

(b) SPECIFIC SERVICE SIGNS.—Section 131(f)
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘specific
information in the interest of the traveling
public’ includes identification, announce-
ment, and sponsorship of motorist aid call
boxes.’’.

SEC. 348. REPEAL OF NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED
LIMIT COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.

Sections 141(a) and 154 of title 23, United
States Code, and the item relating to section
154 in the analysis to chapter 1 of such title
are repealed.
SEC. 349. ELIMINATION OF PENALTY FOR NON-

COMPLIANCE FOR MOTORCYCLE
HELMETS.

Subsection (h) of section 153 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by striking
‘‘a law described in subsection (a)(1) and’’
each place it appears.
SEC. 350. SAFETY REST AREAS.

Section 120(c) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘safety rest
areas,’’ after ‘‘signalization,’’.
SEC. 351. EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS

RELATING TO COMMERCIAL MOTOR
VEHICLES AND THEIR OPERATORS.

(a) EXEMPTIONS.—
(1) TRANSPORTATION OF AGRICULTURAL COM-

MODITIES AND FARM SUPPLIES.—Regulations
prescribed by the Secretary under sections
31136 and 31502 of title 49, United States
Code, regarding maximum driving and on-
duty time for drivers used by motor carriers
shall not apply to drivers transporting agri-
cultural commodities or farm supplies for
agricultural purposes in a State if such
transportation is limited to an area within a
50 air mile radius from the source of the
commodities or the distribution point for the
farm supplies and is during the planting and
harvesting seasons within such State, as de-
termined by the State.

(2) TRANSPORTATION AND OPERATION OF
GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIGS.—Such
regulations shall, in the case of a driver of a
commercial motor vehicle who is used pri-
marily in the transportation and operation
of a ground water well drilling rig, permit
any period of 8 consecutive days to end with
the beginning of an off-duty period of 24 or
more consecutive hours for the purposes of
determining maximum driving and on-duty
time.

(3) TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION MA-
TERIALS AND EQUIPMENT.—Such regulations
shall, in the case of a driver of a commercial
motor vehicle who is used primarily in the
transportation of construction materials and
equipment, permit any period of 8 consecu-
tive days to end with the beginning of an off-
duty period of 24 or more consecutive hours
for the purposes of determining maximum
driving and on-duty time.

(4) SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL.—A State may
waive the requirements of chapter 313 of title
49, United States Code, with respect to a ve-
hicle that is being operated within the
boundaries of an eligible unit of local gov-
ernment by an employee of such unit for the
purpose of removing snow or ice from a road-
way by plowing, sanding, or salting. Such
waiver authority shall only apply in a case
where the employee is needed to operate the
vehicle because the employee of the eligible
unit of local government who ordinarily op-
erates the vehicle and who has a commercial
drivers license is unable to operate the vehi-
cle or is in need of additional assistance due
to a snow emergency.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of
subsection (a) shall take effect 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) REVIEW BY THE SECRETARY.—The Sec-
retary may conduct a rulemaking proceeding
to determine whether granting any exemp-
tion provided by subsection (a) is not in the
public interest and would have a significant
adverse impact on the safety of commercial
motor vehicles. If, at any time, the Sec-
retary determines that granting such exemp-
tion would not be in the public interest and
would have a significant adverse impact on
the safety of commercial motor vehicles,
then the Secretary may prevent the exemp-

tion from going into effect, modify the ex-
emption, or revoke the exemption.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

(1) 8 CONSECUTIVE DAYS.—The term ‘‘8 con-
secutive days’’ means the period of 8 con-
secutive days beginning on any day at the
time designated by the motor carrier for a
24-hour period.

(2) 24-HOUR PERIOD.—The term ‘‘24-hour pe-
riod’’ means any 24-consecutive hour period
beginning at the time designated by the
motor carrier for the terminal from which
the driver is normally dispatched.

(3) GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIG.—The
term ‘‘ground water well drilling rig’’ means
any vehicle, machine, tractor, trailer, semi-
trailer, or specialized mobile equipment pro-
pelled or drawn by mechanical power and
used on highways to transport water well
field operating equipment, including water
well drilling and pump service rigs equipped
to access ground water.

(4) TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION MA-
TERIALS AND EQUIPMENT.—The term ‘‘trans-
portation of construction materials and
equipment’’ means the transportation of
construction materials, construction fin-
ished related products, construction person-
nel, and construction equipment by a driver
within a 50 air mile radius of the normal
work reporting location of the driver.

(5) ELIGIBLE UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The term ‘‘eligible unit of local government’’
means a city, town, borough, county, parish,
district, or other public body created by or
pursuant to State law which has a total pop-
ulation of 3,000 individuals or less.
SEC. 352. TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNS.

Traffic control signs erected under the ex-
perimental project conducted in the State of
Oregon in December 1991 shall be deemed to
comply with the requirements of section 2B–
4 of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices of the Department of Transpor-
tation.
SEC. 353. BRIGHTMAN STREET BRIDGE, FALL

RIVER HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, the Brightman Street Bridge in Fall
River Harbor, Massachusetts, may be recon-
structed to result in a clear channel width of
less than 300 feet.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title III?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RAHALL

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, No. 27.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 27 offered by Mr. RAHALL:
Strike section 348.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
unanimous-consent agreement, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] will be recognized for 30 minutes,
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
PETRI] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us con-
tains a provision that would simply re-
peal the national speed limit. Plain
and simple, it repeals the national
speed limit.

Under this provision, then, the
States could set no speed limit whatso-
ever. No speed limit whatsoever. OrVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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they could establish a speed limit of 100
miles per hour or whatever.

Despite the fact that proponents of
eliminating the national speed limit
often couch their proposal in terms of
this being a matter of States’ rights,
the bottom line, in my view, is that it
is a matter of saving lives; and that,
my colleagues, should take precedence
over any of these idealistic assump-
tions over the role of State and Federal
Governments. For let there be no doubt
in anyone’s mind, the effort to repeal
the national speed limit represents
nothing other than an attempt to in-
crease speed limits.

Today, Mr. Chairman, 1,000 people
are slaughtered each month on our Na-
tion’s highways in speed-related crash-
es, That is 12,000 deaths each year due
to traveling at high speeds. This, I say
to my colleagues, is under the existing
55 mile per hour national speed limit
with 65 possible on rural interstate seg-
ments.

It should be obvious that the death
toll will rise once the States begin in-
creasing the maximum speed limit
under the provision of this bill.

The enactment of the bill’s repeal
provision would, in effect, turn our Na-
tion’s highways into killing fields. It
will turn our highways into killing
fields.

I say to my colleagues, this is not a
matter of State rights. It is a matter of
human rights. The Federal Govern-
ment paid 90 percent of the cost of con-
structing the Interstate System, and it
still pays that amount to maintain it.
There is, as such, a justifiable Federal
role in ensuring the safety of those
traveling on this system.

In addition, the interstates are just
that, they are interstates. They are not
intrastates. Cars traveling to the bor-
ders of States do not bounce around
and go back and stay within that
State. They travel across State lines.

We are talking about a Federal re-
sponsibility here. People traveling
across State lines should not be subject
to the dictates of any individual State.

So, again, I hardly see where a mat-
ter involving interstate transportation
can be viewed as an intrusion of States
rights; and I would urge that this type
of rhetoric that we will hear during de-
bate on this amendment be dismissed
outright.

For these reasons, the amendment I
am offering would strike the proposed
repeal of the national speed limit; and
it would maintain existing law.

I might add as well, Mr. Chairman,
that Members have before them a let-
ter from our Secretary, very fine Sec-
retary of Transportation, Mr. Pena,
stating the administration’s opposition
to removal of the national speed limit.

I say in addition to that fact we have
in this Chamber today the adminis-
trator of our Federal Highway Admin-
istration, Mr. Rodney Slater, who has
been very helpful to us in this legisla-
tion and will continue to be as we go
on down the process. And he, as well,
has expressed his very strong concerns

about the removal of the national
speed limit.

I would urge acceptance of this
amendment, which returns to the law
as we know it today, a law that has
saved lives.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I must oppose this
amendment which would strike from
H.R. 2274 the repeal of the national
maximum speed limit and associated
penalties.

We have already seen what happens
when motorists believe that a particu-
lar speed limit is too low for the condi-
tions of a road—they exceed the limit.
How many Americans drive faster than
55 miles per hour? The recent increase
to 65 miles per hour on some of our
rural interstates simply made legal the
status quo—we already were driving 65.

Let me be clear that if we remove the
national maximum speed limit, we will
not find ourselves with no speed limits
on any roads as you might think from
listening to some. The States will step
in and take up this responsibility
which is the way it should be. A one-
size-fits-all approach has proven to be
very frustrating from many States and
motorists. What is an appropriate
speed for the urban Northeast may not
be appropriate for certain areas in
Montana, or Texas, or other more deso-
late regions in the country.

I cannot understand why some seem
to believe that only Washington is ca-
pable of setting speed limits. Do we
really believe that States are not capa-
ble of doing this, that the States do not
care just as much, if not more, for the
safety and well-being of motorists in
their States?

By repealing the national maximum
speed limit, we will once again allow
the States, based on their own inti-
mate knowledge of particular road de-
signs, conditions, location, and other
relevant factors, to determine the ap-
propriate speed limit for each of their
roads.

I believe the States are capable of
this, that they are concerned about the
safety of their citizens and that they
will act responsibly and in the best in-
terests of motorists.

I urge the House to defeat this
amendment.

b 1400
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I have noted the ranking minority

member’s opposition to this amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, but I know that
we had this issue debated in full com-
mittee, and we had, as I am sure we do
on the floor, the very strong support
for this amendment and vehement op-
position to lifting the speed limit from
the chairman of the full committee,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], and I know he will make his
position known before the day is over.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MINETA], the ranking
minority member.

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Rahall amend-
ment. Quite simply, this amendment is
a lifesaver. And, it is critical to con-
trolling taxes and government spend-
ing.

My colleagues opposing this amend-
ment will tell you that repealing the
national speed limit does not actually
raise a single speed limit. In fact, at
least five States already have laws that
immediately increase their speed lim-
its, if we repeal the national limit.
These very same States already have
some of the highest rates of speed-re-
lated deaths in the country.

For example, Oklahoma’s speed limit
will increase to 70 miles per hour on
interstates and 65 on secondary roads.
Oklahoma already has the highest per-
centage of speed-related deaths in the
country, 48 percent of all highway
deaths, with current maximums in
place. Imagine what the percentage
will be with a 70-mile-per-hour limit.
In California, my own home State,
where legislators are already talking
about speed limits up to 70 miles per
hour, 40 percent of all highway deaths
are speed-related.

Also, we can look at the situation be-
fore Congress enacted the national
maximum speed limit. Only one State,
New York, had a 55 mile per hour speed
limit. Most States had limits of 70
miles per hour or greater. Two States,
Montana and Nevada, had no limit
whatsoever. And, we had over 54,000
highway deaths.

When the national limit took effect,
highway deaths dropped by over 9,000,
the very first year, 16 percent com-
pared to a 2 percent drop in vehicle
miles traveled.

My colleagues will argue that cars
are safer today and therefore, higher
speeds are safer than they used to be.
That may be true, but no car has yet
been built that will fully protect the
occupants. Higher speeds increase the
likelihood of a crash. Stopping dis-
tances are longer, and impact speeds
are greater. When speed limits in-
creased on some rural interstates after
the 1987 change, hundreds more fatali-
ties occurred, causing nearly $1 billion
in additional costs.

Moreover, as speed increases, the im-
pact force increases exponentially, in-
creasing the likelihood of serious in-
jury. This relationship holds no matter
what safety equipment is on the car. It
is a fundamental law of physics that
this Congress cannot repeal. The Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration estimates that raising the
speed limit just to 65 miles per hour on
all roads will lead to more than 6,400
additional deaths and nearly $20 billion
higher total costs, every year. That is
with the safety equipment on today’s
cars. This bill will result in far more
deaths and far greater costs, because it
would allow speed limits of far more
than 65 miles per hour.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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My colleagues opposing this amend-

ment will argue that this issue is not
about death and injury. They say that
States and local governments can un-
derstand the body counts, just as well
as Federal elected officials. They
present this as simply a states’ rights
issue.

But the truth is that the results of
repealing all Federal speed limits are
not confined within the boundaries of
the States that raise their speed limits.
These results are not confined to the
individuals who drive higher speeds. We
all pay. The current number of speed-
related crashes already costs $24 bil-
lion, every year. We pay through high-
er taxes to fund Medicare and Medicaid
for those who need long-term care due
to severe injuries. We pay through
higher prices for goods and services, be-
cause employers pay for sick leave for
their employees and lost productivity.

Our actions are not self-contained.
We are members of communities, in
which individual actions impose costs
and burdens on others. This amend-
ment will impose substantial new bur-
dens on taxpayers—its that simple.
When one State raises its speed limits,
taxpayers in all States will pay the
costs.

The original purpose of today’s bill is
to designate the National Highway
System, roads of national significance.
No one is questioning this concept,
roads of national significance. No one
here is arguing that the Federal Gov-
ernment should stop funding highway
programs.

To then argue that there is no na-
tional interest in the safety of these
very same roads makes no sense.
Therefore, I must strongly urge my
colleagues to support the Rahall
amendment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most
important amendments we are going to
consider on this National Highway Sys-
tem legislation. In this amendment we
are dealing with the lives, livelihoods,
and family life of drivers on America’s
highways. Those who are involved in
accidents such as the driver of the car
that caused the accident or the driver
or passenger in another vehicle that
was struck by the errant driver suffer
long-term consequences, loss of mobil-
ity, loss of income, high cost of hos-
pitalization, and, of course the ulti-
mate tragedy, loss of life.

Several years ago when we first con-
sidered in this Chamber during my
service in the Congress legislation to
extend the drive 55 highway speed
limit, I happened to be out in the
southern part of my district meeting
with Minnesota Highway Patrol offi-
cers. One of them had just come back
from a tragic accident, a high speed ac-
cident on the highway. I said: ‘‘the day

after tomorrow we are going to con-
sider the matter of limiting speed on
America’s highways and keepin the
drive 55 limit in place.’’

This officer looked me square in the
eye with the burden of that tragedy
still in his mind and blood on his uni-
form, and he said,

It is at speeds of 75 and 80 and 85 when we
see the torn aortas, and you cannot put them
back together again, when the victim is
lying there bleeding uncontrollably in a tan-
gled mass of steel and you cannot cut him
out soon enough to save the life. And if you
allow at the national level the States to
raise the speed limits, they will, and we will,
out on the highway, be seeing more deaths
and more tragedies and more broken families
and more broken lives.

Our former chairman, the late Jim
Howard, in the debate in committee
and on the House floor, said there are
few occasions in your career in public
service when you have an opportunity
to save 5,000 lives a year. This is one of
those opportunities. We can save a
minimum of 5,000 lives by keeping the
highway speed limit in place.

I know that the thrust and the drive
in this 104th Congress is to give States
more responsibility, turn these au-
thorities over to them, and that Con-
gress should not set national stand-
ards, limits, requirements. But we, too,
are responsible at the national level for
what happens on America’s highways.
We, too, pass legislation. We impose
the fuel tax, we set the conditions
under which our National Highway
System is constructed and operated,
and we have a responsibility to the
same people in our respective States
that our Governors and State legisla-
tors have.

My vote in this Chamber is not rel-
evant just to Minnesota; it is relevant
to the whole country, as is the vote of
every other Member in this Chamber. I
have a responsibility to safety on the
highways in every State, not just in
Minnesota. At the dawn of the inter-
state era, when the Congress was con-
sidering establishing the national sys-
tem of interstate and defense high-
ways, the death toll on America’s high-
ways was going up at such a rate that
it was estimated, if we did not build
such a system of safe highways, in 15
years we would be killing 108,000 people
a year on the Nation’s highways. That
was in 1956. The death toll went up to
as high as 57,000 on the Nation’s high-
ways, until the energy crisis caused us,
for reasons of energy conservation, to
lower the speed limit to 55. Then we
found the hidden benefit, that lowering
the speed limit, as everybody knew and
suspected but did not have the public
courage to act upon, would save lives.
And it did. Dramatically, the speed
limit caused a lowering of the death
rate.

As chair of the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations, I held
hearings on highway safety, on road-
side hazards that are built into the
highway system that cause deaths
when a person loses control of a car.
We have made a great deal of progress

in removing roadside hazards, in build-
ing safer highways, hazards that may
occur when a person falls asleep at the
wheel, or is otherwise distracted,
caught in a snowstorm or rainstorm,
and leaves the traveled roadway, that
may cause injury or death. Instead of
being impaled on a light pole, we have
breakaway light poles. Instead of
crashing into a metal barrier that de-
capitates the driver of the car, we now
have the New Jersey barrier that
guides the vehicle back on to the road-
way.

We have about reached the limit of
what we can do in building safer high-
ways, safer bridges, educating the driv-
ing public to drive more safely. There
are just some things that must be im-
posed upon people, and a speed limit is
one of them.

Now, I have heard the discussion ear-
lier today that well, you know, at 55,
people are passing you, they are going
65, and all the 65 speed limit did was to
ratify what people were doing on the
highways. If you set it at 65, the high-
way patrol officers will tell you, people
will drive another 10 miles an hour
faster on the roadways.

b 1415

Just a couple of weeks ago, before we
began this debate, I met with highway
patrol officers in Minnesota. They told
me the same thing as others did 15
years ago: ‘‘If you raise the speed limit,
people will again drive 10 or more miles
per hour above it.’’ Keeping the speed
limit in place is a brake upon people’s
drive, ambition to go ever faster and
risk their lives and those of other inno-
cent people on America’s roadways.

In the name of States rights, in the
name of human rights, in the name of
family rights, keep the speed limit in
place.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. BREWSTER].

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I rise today in opposition to the Ra-
hall amendment. There are many sta-
tistics that we can look at. They tell
us that approximately 30 percent of the
fatalities are committed by those who
are speeding. We will also be told that
approximately 70 percent of the drivers
on the road are speeding. If we use
those numbers, it would mean the 30
percent who are not speeding are in-
volved in 70 percent of the fatalities.
We can use all kinds of numbers for all
kinds of things.

The national speed limit was put in
place in 1973 to conserve fuel. It had
nothing to do with safety. Cars have
been upgraded significantly since then,
highways have been upgraded signifi-
cantly since then. So I submit that the
national speed limit is not something
that is important today. What is im-
portant is States rights. What is im-
portant is that the States have the
right to make the selection of the
speeds appropriate to them.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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There is not a lot of commonality be-

tween the roads in New York and
Texas, or New Jersey and Oklahoma.
There is quite a lot of different in den-
sity, in topography, and the quality of
the roads themselves. That is quite dif-
ferent.

However, we are not raising the speed
limit today. There is nothing in this
bill that raises the speed limit. What
we are saying is we are giving the
States the opportunity to determine
for themselves what is in their best in-
terests in their States. I happen to be-
lieve that those in the Oklahoma legis-
lature or the Texas legislature or the
Nevada legislature, and their State de-
partment of transportation, have a bet-
ter understanding of their roads than
some bureaucrat in Washington.

Those of us who vote for the Rahall
amendment today, who vote to keep a
national speed limit, are saying that
our State legislatures, our State de-
partments of transportation, do not
have the sense or the ability to deter-
mine what is in their best interests. I
happen to believe they do have. I be-
lieve that they have every bit of inter-
est in safety that we have, and I be-
lieve that they can do it.

I urge Members to oppose the Rahall
amendment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

In response to my dear friend and
fine colleague, the gentleman from
Oklahoma, this particular Member
does not mean to cast any aspersions
on our State legislatures whatsoever. I
did not have the honor of serving in
such a body, but I know that they have
the best interests of their States at
heart, that they serve with a maximum
amount of ability and talent to make
the right decisions.

However, what we are doing here
today, if we remove a national speed
limit, is allowing in some States, with-
out any decision of their State legisla-
tors, for that speed limit in that State
to automatically increase, or not even
exist, not even have a speed limit. So,
in effect, without any decision of the
State legislature or reconvening of
that State legislature, we have no
speed limit then in those States. Mon-
tana and Nevada, for example, had no
speed limit prior to enactment of the
national 55 miles per hour speed limit.

Granted, the original purpose for the
enactment of this speed limit was the
oil embargo in the mid-1970’s, the de-
sire to conserve fuel. That turned out
to be an empty threat. Today, we are
importing more oil than we were at
that time, yet we have no threat of an
oil embargo. And even if we were, I
submit, it would be another empty
threat.

If that is what it takes to save Amer-
ican lives, then I say let all of these
empty oil threats come from whatever
country wants to issue them against
the United States. If that causes the
U.S. Congress to save American lives, I
submit that we ought to maintain this
55 miles per hour speed limit.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
BORSKI].

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from West Virginia for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia which will save lives and
prevent thousands of needless deaths
on our Nation’s highways.

The issue before us is not whether
speed limits save lives—there is no
question that they do. We have 20 years
of evidence to show that—from speed
limit laws that were passed to save en-
ergy, not to save lives.

The issue is whether we are willing
to take the actions that will save
lives—thousands of lives.

According to the National Academy
of Sciences, the national speed limit
law saves 2,000 to 4,000 lives each year.

Is saving 5 or 10 minutes on a trip
worth an extra 2,000 to 4,000 lives every
year along with countless injuries?

How many lives and injuries is it
worth to save those extra few minutes
on the road?

Based on the National Academy of
Sciences study, the national maximum
speed limit law has saved 40,000 to
80,000 lives in the past two decades.

Eighty thousand people is a lot of
people—it is almost like wiping out the
entire population of our State capital
of Harrisburg.

There are very few other areas where
we can look at laws and say they have
direct impact on whether people live or
die—but the national speed limit is one
of them.

If we decide to eliminate the speed
limit laws, we will be choosing death
for thousands of our citizens every
year.

When speeds increase, people have
less control of their cars and crashes
are more damaging.

There is a much greater chance of an
accident resulting in death or serious
injury at 65 than at 55. There is an even
greater chance of death or serious in-
jury at 75.

There should be no question that
speeds will increase if the speed limit
is increased. There are people who will
always drive at 10 miles per hour more
than the speed limit, no matter what
the limit is.

There are also people who won’t in-
crease their speeds—increasing the dif-
ferences in the rates of speed on the
road and leading to even more acci-
dents.

Mr. Chairman, the speed limit was
not intended to be a safety measure
but, through a combination of cir-
cumstances we stumbled on a measure
that has been extremely effective in
saving lives.

It would be a tragic mistake to re-
peal that life-saving measure now and
set in motion a process that could re-
sult in thousands more Americans
dying every year.

I urge support of the amendment by
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Madison, WI [Mr.
KLUG].

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, last Saturday I took
my 6-year-old to a soccer game at
Madison, pulled off the road on which
we live to get onto the Beltway that
surrounds the city of Madison, and was
struck by three facts. First of all, the
speed limits on the highway I had just
driven onto were set by the Federal
Government. If I was speeding on that
highway, it would be the State of Wis-
consin who would pull me over, and if
I had to go to court to fight a ticket I
would end up in a State of Wisconsin
court. But here it is, the Federal Gov-
ernment telling the State of Wisconsin
what the speed limit has to be outside
of Madison, WI.

If Brett and I had been on a motor-
cycle instead of a car, we would have
soon discovered that in the next couple
of months, the State of Wisconsin
would have had to pass a law to throw
out a motorcycle education program
we have had in place and put it with a
motorcycle helmet law about to come
down from the Federal Government;
except if we prevail today, we will stop
that, too.

Wisconsin used to have a motorcycle
helmet law in place. We took it away
and repealed it with an education pro-
gram, and we now have fewer serious
accidents, fewer serious accidents, and
we have fewer fatalities than States
that have helmet laws in place. How-
ever, here is Washington, telling us the
speed limit and discussing helmet laws.

As I drove onto that highway, there
was a sign that said how far it was
from Madison to Milwaukee. It is about
72 miles. But there was a mandate from
the Federal Government last year that
said every county had to replace those
mile signs with metric measurements.
This is 500 yards down the road, and
the Federal Government is telling me
everything I can do along the way.

I think the provisions in this bill
which repeal the speed limit and which
repeal the mandates from Washington
on the helmet laws are absolutely right
on target. In fact, from my mind, it
does not go quite far enough. I have
40,000 students at the University of
Wisconsin in Madison. We, the Federal
Government, tell the State what the
drinking age has to be. I think you do
to a 19-year-old who drinks and drives,
what you do to a 39-year-old who
drinks and drive, you take their license
away. If it is necessary, you prosecute
them and put them in jail. So we have
done the right thing, we have gone
two-thirds of the way, and we should go
one step a little bit farther, an also
give States the discretion to make de-
cisions about drinking ages as well.

I just walked over from a Committee
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about to give the States the authority
to run Medicaid programs. I think that
is absolutely appropriate. It should be
a State decision. The Senate moved
yesterday to turn many of the deci-
sions involved in welfare reform over
to the States.

If we are smart enough to run Medic-
aid, which is the biggest item in a
State Budget, and if the State govern-
ments are smart enough to run welfare
reform, I think somehow the State cap-
itol in Madison and capitols across this
country have the judgment to make
their own decision about speed limits
in their own States.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman, from Texas, Mr. PETE
GEREN.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. The question I
have is what makes anyone think that
someone in Washington, DC, knows
better as to how fast you should drive
between Fort Worth, TX, and Abilene,
TX, than does the State senator or
State representative from Abilene? The
only two reasons that would justify
such a conclusion is that the person in
Washington, DC, known more about
that stretch of road than does that
State representative, or perhaps that
the person in Washington cares more
about the lives of Texans than does
that State representative from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, I content that neither
is true. I know Texans know Texas
roads better than does any resident of
Washington, DC. I know Texans care as
much about the health and safety of
their fellow Texans as does anyone in
Washington DC. After all, when they
cast a vote in Austin, TX, they are vot-
ing for the safety of their own children
and their friends’ children. It is not
some bureaucrat in Washington, DC,
making a decision about strangers 2,000
miles away.

With all due respect to those who
support this amendment, roads in the
hills of West Virginia or New York or
Pennsylvania do not look like roads in
west Texas. Those from the Northeast
do not know what flat is, I can assure
you. If it is safe to drive 55 anywhere in
West Virginia, I can assure the Mem-
bers, it is equally safe to drive faster
than that in west Texas.

Mr. Chairman, let the experts make
this decision, the experts in Texas, the
experts in West Virginia, the experts in
California, the experts in Montana, the
experts in Minnesota. This is a very di-
verse country. Let us look to the wis-
dom of the people who live on those
roads, who drive those roads, to make
those decisions. Washington does not
know best. The people in Texas know
better than does the Federal Govern-
ment about our roads, and I can assure
you they care just as much as any em-
ployee in the Federal Government who
has been in power to make this deci-
sion.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of
the Rahall amendment.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes and 30 seconds to my col-
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. ROTH].

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
PETRI] for the great job he is doing on
his subcommittee. I think it is about
time that we had that kind of common
sense restored to Government.

I also want to tip my hat to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA]
who is leaving the Congress, for the
great job he is doing, and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] and the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] and the entire
committee.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the
bill before us today, not this particular
amendment, but certainly the bill.
Most important, of course, this bill
designates our National Highway Sys-
tem. This includes roads in northeast
Wisconsin, like Highway Nos. 29, 41,
and 441. These roads are the lifeline
that connect us to the world, that
move our goods and bring our tourists
and support our businesses. However, it
also restores nearly $1 billion in trans-
portation money to the States.

My own State of Wisconsin, for ex-
ample, will have nearly $200 million re-
stored to the Wisconsin transportation
budget, another $80 million in addi-
tional highway funds for Wisconsin will
be released by the passage of this bill,
and it gives the States new flexibility
in how they use their highway funds.
For that, we thank the good common
sense and the great intelligence of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI].
We need this money, and we need this
flexibility.

Finally, this bill will eliminate the
heavy burdens the Federal Government
has imposed on the States over the
years. It is time the Government, in-
cluding the bureaucrats who are deter-
mined to run our lives, listen to the
American people. Let us face it, it is
simply a waste of time and money to
require the States to convert their
highway signs to the metric system.
The Government has been trying to
force the metric system down the
throats of the American people since
the Carter administration. It is time to
wake up. The American people do not
want it. Whenever I go back home,
whenever you go back home to your
town hall meetings, this issue comes
up. Now we have a chance to address
the wishes of the American people.
That is why I am so much in favor of
this legislation.

Furthermore, while I certainly be-
lieve that we must do all we can to pro-
mote safety, it is wrong for the Federal
Government to hold the States hos-
tage. It is time to remove Federal man-
dates the punish States that do not
pass the kind of laws Big Brother
Washington thinks that we should
have. That is why I urge Members to
support this bill, and oppose the

amendments that would limit the au-
thority of the States to make common-
sense decisions for themselves.

b 1430

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, our earlier speaker,
the gentleman from Wisconsin, said he
was struck by three facts. Pulling off
the road thinking about highways in
Wisconsin, he was just lucky not to be
struck by three cars going at a high
speed. He would have wound up in a
hospital.

My good friend from Texas said we do
not want speed limits set by some bu-
reaucrat in Washington. I appeal to the
gentleman, I am not some bureaucrat
in Washington. I am not some bureau-
crat in Washington. I protest. And I do
not propose to speak for the people of
Texas or to say that I know better
about their road segments than they
do.

But Interstate 35 either starts in Du-
luth or ends in Laredo, TX, or vice
versa, and goes right through the gen-
tleman’s district. People in my State
and district have a right to be pro-
tected against excessive speed on Fed-
eral aid highways in other States. We
have something to say about how peo-
ple drive on those roads. Make no mis-
take about it; this issue is not about
whether we are going to drive faster or
slower or whether States should have
responsibility. This issue is about giv-
ing the States the right to increase
speed limits. Opponents of national
speed limits do not want these speed
limits removed so people can drive
slower.

States want, and people in States
around the country, some people, not
all of them, for goodness sakes not all
of them, want to drive faster. It is a
fact of life that we drive faster. We kill
people.

We have just this summer been cele-
brating the end of World War II;
440,000-plus Americans were killed in
action. Every decade we kill more peo-
ple on America’s highways than we did
in World War II. That ought to stick
with us. There is a war on America’s
highways and we have an opportunity
to put a limit on it and say we shall
not drive faster than this. Why can we
not do that? We must do it.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, let me state my very
strong support for this amendment, ob-
viously, but also the support of some 52
organizations that have written this
body opposing the repeal of the na-
tional maximum speed limit. Among
this very diverse group are the Advo-
cates for Highway and Auto Safety, Al-
liance of American Insurers, American
College of Emergency Physicians,
American Insurance Association,
American Nurses Association, Amer-
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of America, the Heads Up Injury Pre-
vention Program, numerous insurance
companies, Mothers Against Drunk
Driving, Public Citizen, State Farm In-
surance Companies, among many oth-
ers, have written us in strong support
of maintaining the 55-mile-per-hour
speed limit.

In addition, we have a letter written
to the ranking minority member of our
committee from the American Truck-
ing Associations’ Mr. Tom Donahue, its
president and CEO, maintaining their
support, the American Trucking Asso-
ciations’ support for supporting the 55-
mile-per-hour speed limit. Not only is
it fuel conservation and less wear and
tear on their equipment, but the most
important reason the ATA states in
their letter for supporting the 55-mile-
per-hour national speed limit is that
they are convinced it saves lives. This
is from the ATA.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I do
urge support of this amendment. I may
have been born at night, but I was not
born last night; and I recognize where
the votes lie on this issue. I say to
those Members that are concerned
about State flexibility, as we have
heard during this debate, that, if you
find in your heart and in your con-
science your inability to support this
particular amendment, I do have a fol-
lowup amendment which will set a 65-
mile-per-hour speed limit cap and
allow all the State flexibility in the
world under that cap as a followup
compromise measure. I would certainly
expect those concerned about States
rights to support that particular
amendment.

With that, I do urge adoption of this
particular amendment in the name of
saving lives.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the Rahall amendment
and in support of the national speed limit re-
peal as contained in the National Highway
System bill.

For too long, Mr. Chairman, the Federal
Government has maintained its heavy hand
over our States in setting the Nation’s speed
limit and I can tell you as a westerner, with
vast amounts of territory to drive through, the
55-mile-per-hour speed limit has always been
viewed as ludicrous and mostly ignored. There
is no question that in the early 1970’s, during
the Arab oil embargo, we all had to pull to-
gether and work to conserve our energy re-
sources. The national speed limit was invoked
as a temporary measure for the duration of
that crisis.

Unfortunately, in Washington’s typical way,
someone got the idea that it would be best to
take the one-size fits all approach and make
55 the law of the land. I can tell you that since
that time, Nevadan’s have been adamantly op-
posed to a national speed limit and I have
worked to give the responsibility of setting
speed limits back to the States, where it be-
longs.

In 1987, I was proud to be a part of the ef-
fort that brought a little more common sense
into this process by working to enact legisla-
tion that allowed the speed limit to be raised
on our rural interstate highways to 65 miles
per hour. It was a step in the right direction,

but we need to take that final step and just
plain get the Government out of this business.
As with so many other issues best handled at
the State level, it is Nevadans who know best
what roads should be traveled at 35, or those
that might be traveled at 65. Lets finish the job
today!

The right of the State to handle such mat-
ters is fundamental, and I strongly endorse the
actions taken by the committee to eliminate
the national speed limit. I urge my colleagues
to vote against the Rahall amendment.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of Congressman RAHALL’s amend-
ment to retain our current speed limits. Ac-
cording to the National Academy of Sciences,
the national speed limit law saves 2,000 to
4,000 lives each year.

Repeal of the national maximum speed limit
is part of a larger effort by the majority to roll
back the power and reach of the Federal Gov-
ernment in matters where States rights and in-
dividual choice are at issue. However, I don’t
believe the American people want their law-
makers to decrease public safety in the name
of regulatory reform or under the banner of
States rights. That is too high a price to pay.

Repeal of the national speed limit law en-
dangers the safety of all Americans. Some
State officials have already indicated their in-
tent to immediately move to repeal safety laws
if the Federal programs are eliminated. In sev-
eral States, speed limits automatically go
above 65 mph if the national maximum speed
limit is repealed. If the national speed limit is
repealed and we return to pre-1974 condi-
tions, the Federal Transportation Department
estimates we will be faced with an additional
4,750 highway deaths each year, at a cost of
$15 billion.

Who pays the price, if the speed limit is re-
pealed?

Taxpayers ultimately bear the cost for emer-
gency medical and police response, medical
treatment, days or years of lost productivity,
disability compensation for the motor vehicle
crashes that will result from higher speed lim-
its.

We know that speed is a factor in nearly
one-third of all traffic fatalities and that motor
vehicle crashes already cost society more
than $137 billion every year. The health care
portion is approximately $14 billion—of which
Medicare and Medicaid pay $3.7 billion or al-
most 30 percent.

I strongly believe that a Federal role encour-
aging safety is very necessary. If you share
my concerns and want to save lives as well as
taxpayer dollars, vote for the Rahall amend-
ment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in opposition to the Rahall amendment that
would kill the effort to repeal the national
speed limit.

I oppose this amendment on two fronts.
First, reasons for the original speed limit are
no longer valid. In 1973, because of the
OPEC oil embargo, the Federal Government
mandated that States lower speed limits to
conserve oil. This original directive was in the
interest of national security. The oil crisis has
eased, automobiles are safer, and get far bet-
ter mileage. In short, there is little reason to
keep the mandate in place.

Second, and more importantly, the 55
m.p.h. speed limit is disregarded by an aver-
age of 7 out of 10 drivers. It is a law that
breeds contempt of the law and the men and

women who must enforce the unenforceable.
Highway patrolmen are a limited resource. If
more officers are required to enforce speed
limits, fewer can be assigned to other safety
activities, such as removing drunk drivers or
stopping drug trafficking. Numerous studies
have shown that raising the speed limit to 65
m.p.h. does not increase the overall speed on
interstates.

The truth remains this—repeal is not a
move by the Federal Government to raise
speed limits, it simply gives States, which are
in the best position to set speeds, the power
to do so. Furthermore, interstates and Federal
roads were built with taxpayers’ money. This
Congress should have gotten the message
last November. The Federal Government
doesn’t have any money—it takes it from our
citizens in the form of taxes.

I urge colleagues to oppose the Rahall
amendment and support speed limit repeal.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTES

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 112, noes 313,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 676]

AYES—112

Abercrombie
Becerra
Beilenson
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clinger
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Conyers
Coyne
DeLauro
Dellums
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fields (LA)
Foglietta
Ford
Fowler
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gutierrez

Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnston
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moran
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Scott
Serrano
Shuster
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Thompson
Torres
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Waxman
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOES—313

Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey

Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci

Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (WI)
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Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas

Geren
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mollohan
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood

Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams

Wilson
Wyden

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—9

Barrett (NE)
Fattah
Kennedy (MA)

Moakley
Parker
Reynolds

Roukema
Sisisky
Tucker

b 1456

Mr. DEFAZIO and Miss COLLINS of
Michigan changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. PAYNE of
New Jersey, and Mrs. KENNELLY
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage

in a colloquy with the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], chairman of the
Subcommittee on Surface Transpor-
tation.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI] is aware, I have
been concerned that Illinois’ ability to
cap, by law, the amount available to
cover salaries of engineering and de-
sign consultants could be vitiated by
sections 308 and 321 of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentleman, our Subcommittee on
Surface Transportation chairman, if it
is the gentleman’s intent that under
the State options clause designated in
section 308(e)(3) and section 321(a)(e) of
H.R. 2274, State legislatures will have
the authority to set, by law, direct and
indirect salary caps for employees,
principals, or subcontractors of engi-
neering and design firms.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman from Illinois will yield, the
gentleman is correct. Under those two
sections of H.R. 2274, State legislatures
may set such salary caps within the 2-
year time frame designated for exercis-
ing this option.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, it is my understanding
that this 2-year time frame for the
States to exercise their authority
under the States option clause in H.R.
2274 is different from the time frame
designated in the Senate bill. Will the
gentleman from Wisconsin and the
House conferees insist on the 2-year
time frame contained in the House
bill?

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will again yield, it is my intent
to support the 2-year time frame con-
tained in H.R. 2274.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin for this clari-
fication, and I would be pleased to
work with the gentleman on this mat-
ter in conference.

b 1500

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter
into a colloquy with my good friend
and distinguished leader, who has done
a great job on this legislation, the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER].

I would like to ask the chairman for
a clarification of the intent of section
325 of this bill, relating to the Federal
ban on new billboards on scenic by-
ways. My concern is over the effect of
this section on roadways previously
designated by States as scenic byways
and which pass through industrial or
commercial areas.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this
section the gentleman refers to reaf-
firms the ability of States to establish
standards stricter than those in Fed-
eral law. A basic feature of the High-
way Beautification Act is to permit
States to allow billboards to remain in
industrial and commercial areas, if
States so choose. The decision rests
with the State. Section 325 is intended
simply to correct an erroneous FHWA
interpretation of section 1047 of ISTEA
and return that decision to the State.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. So if
a State wants to designate a scenic
byway and ban billboards even along
those sections of the roadway passing
through commercial or industrial
areas, section 325 would not limit the
State’s ability to do that? Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. SHUSTER. That is absolutely
correct. States would have the discre-
tion as to whether or not to ban bill-
boards in commercial and industrial
areas.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Where
a State has previously designated a
roadway as a scenic byway and has al-
ready exercised its discretion to ban
billboards in commercial and indus-
trial areas, as Pennsylvania has done
in the case of the Blue Route, enact-
ment of section 325 would not in any
way disturb or invalidate the State’s
decision and no further action would be
required by the State to maintain that
ban?

Mr. SHUSTER. That is absolutely
correct. Again, it is very important to
emphasize that States have complete
authority to enact stricter prohibitions
on billboards than those in Federal
law. The purpose of the technical
amendment in section 325 is to ensure
that the designation of a scenic byway
does not, by itself, change billboard
regulation in commercial and indus-
trial areas. But a State may ban new
billboards anywhere in the State if it
chooses and section 325 in fact reaf-
firms the State’s authority to do so.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I
thank the chairman for that clarifica-
tion, for his interest, and I also want to
acknowledge the work of our State sen-
ate majority leader, Joe Loper, the
speaker of the State house, Nat Ryan,
whose district this road goes through,
as well as our colleagues from Mont-
gomery County, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX], and fromVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Delaware County and Philadelphia, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FOGLIETTA].

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

I would like to enter into a colloquy
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania
about an issue that is extremely impor-
tant to my State of Oklahoma—the
funding levels which donor States re-
ceive under the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARGENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman. I can assure the
gentleman that I am committed to
carefully examining the concerns of
donor States as we head toward reau-
thorization of ISTEA. I expect the Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation
to conduct comprehensive hearings in
the next months, including formula
distributions.

I would like to emphasize to the gen-
tleman that this NHS bill contains
critical changes to the Minimum Allo-
cation Program which will preserve its
funding levels in the baseline beyond
fiscal year 1997. Unless these changes
are adopted, then the funds which have
been used to equalize funding between
the States will be lost forever.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate your consideration of the con-
cerns of donor States such as Okla-
homa. I look forward to working with
you and Surface Transportation Sub-
committee Chairman PETRI.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title III?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RAHALL

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, amendment No. 26.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 26 offered by Mr. RAHALL:
Strike section 348 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:
SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT.

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘fifty-five miles’’ the first
place it appears and all that follows through
‘‘or (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘65 miles per hour, or
(2)’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘Clause (4)’’ and inserting
‘‘Clause (2)’’.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the previous
unanimous-consent agreement, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] will be recognized for 10 minutes
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
PETRI] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this follow-up amend-
ment is the perfect compromise on this
issue. I, of course, was in strong sup-
port of the original 55-miles-per-hour

speed limit. This amendment seeks to
address the concerns often stated on
the last amendment and by many other
Members about the issue, in their
minds anyway, of States rights.

This amendment simply establishes a
maximum speed limit of 65 miles per
hour. Under current law, as we all
know, the Federal speed limit is set at
55 miles per hour for urban sections of
interstate highways, and at the option
of the State, 65 miles per hour for rural
segments of the interstates. For all
other highways and roads, the Federal
speed limit remains at 55.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment adopt-
ed by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, on the other
hand, would completely abolish the
Federal speed limit.

Under this approach, a State could
opt to set speed limits at any level, or
for that matter, set no speed limit
whatsoever.

In this regard, I would note that
prior to the establishment of the Fed-
eral speed limit, two States did not
have any speed limits whatsoever. This
type of situation would once again
arise and be allowable under the com-
mittee bill as it stands.

Now, we have heard a lot of discus-
sion about State rights and the need
for greater flexibility in setting speed
limits. We also know, from statistical
data, that speed kills. There should be
no doubt about that. Speed kills.

In addition there are economic costs.
The economic costs of speed-related
deaths in this country are $24 billion
each year. Mr. Chairman, that is $44,000
a minute, in the costs of speed-related
crashes each year.

Even the opponents of the last
amendment and supporters of repealing
any type of speed limit have not sug-
gested that there not be speed limits
whatsoever, and as such, my amend-
ment, I think, represents a perfect
dovetailing of the opposition concerns
that have thus far been expressed. It
recognizes that there may be a need for
additional flexibility in establishing
maximum speed limits, and it recog-
nizes there should be some type of limi-
tation on this flexibility in the inter-
ests of safety.

In my amendment, the maximum
speed limit that could be established
by a State would be 65. Let me be clear:
A State would not have to accept that
speed limit; it would simply have the
option to establish speed limits for any
type of highway or road up to the max-
imum of 65.

I not only view this amendment as
being a fair and reasonable compromise
on the issue of speed limits, but one
that, in fact, addresses the concerns of
both the supporters of the repeal of the
national speed limit and the opponents
of that approach.

I urge adoption of my amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I must oppose this

amendment offered by Mr. RAHALL.

This House has voted to turn back to
the States the responsibility for set-
ting speed limits—including maximum
speed limits. I do not believe we here in
Washington should prejudge what is
the appropriate speed in every area of
the country. I have long heard the frus-
tration of my colleagues from Texas,
Oklahoma, Montana, and other areas
where distances between destinations
are very far and drivers on the roads
are few.

While my own State of Wisconsin,
perhaps, may not see a reason to in-
crease speeds beyond 65, other States
may make the determination that it is
the proper action to take. In any event,
what we are saying today is—it is up to
the States.

So while I appreciate the sincere in-
terest of my colleague on the Surface
Transportation Subcommittee, I must
urge the House to defeat this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA], the ranking minority member.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Rahall amendment.

I have made very clear my position
on the national maximum speed limit.
It should remain as it is today: 65 miles
per hour on rural interstates and inter-
state equivalents, and 55 miles per hour
on other, more congested and nar-
rower, roads.

However, the bill before us repeals all
Federal speed limits, allowing States
to set the limit at 65, or 75, or 85, or
even no limit at all. Before Congress
enacted the national speed limit, 39
States had limits of 70 miles per hour
or higher, and two had no limit at all.
This bill now tells States that it is
okay with us if a State says, ‘‘Drive
whatever speed you want, the sky’s the
limit!’’

If this were a States rights issue, I
would agree with my colleagues who
oppose this amendment. But we cannot
escape the fact that the impacts of
raising the speed limits spill over into
other States and into the pocketbooks
of taxpayers across this country.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia is certainly
not my position on speed limits, but at
least it would reflect the national in-
terest and put some upper bound on
what the speed limit could be.

That’s certainly not enough, but it is
a vast improvement over where we
would otherwise be. The number of
deaths, the number of serious injuries,
and the burden on taxpayers will not
go up as much as they would under the
sky’s-the-limit provision now in the
bill.

On that basis, I urge support for the
amendment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Again, opposition to a national speed
limit is being couched in terms of let
the States decide. The unspelled-out
argument is let the States go as high
as they want.

This is not a move to contain speed
on America’s highways. It is a move to
allow the speed to rise, in some cases,
to no limit. That is outrageous. This is
a national highway system. The people
that I represent in northern Minnesota
have a right to be protected on high-
ways they drive in other States, and
when they drive on the highways of
some other State, that they have a
right to know that there is a reason-
able limit on speed, that their life is
not going to be endangered as they
drive on America’s highways in other
parts of this country than the part that
they come from.

We have a responsibility, as national
legislators, to act. We have it within
our reach today to put a limit on
speed. That limit should be 55.

The House has spoken. It says, ‘‘No,
let people drive as fast as they want.’’
Make no mistake, that is not a States’
rights vote, the last vote cast. That
was a move to raise speed limits all
over America.

People want to drive furiously at the
risk of their own and other people’s
lives. They should not be allowed to do
so. Those who drive with reckless aban-
don should know that there are limits
and that they will be penalized and
that this is a national will and we
ought to find the national will in this
Chamber to do so and stand up and
speak.

We all know speed kills. We all know
what the dangers are. We all know
what the costs are. We ought not to
shrink from our responsibility and say
leave it up to the States, because, you
know the pressures there are going to
be on a smaller legislative body, that
can be cross-cut and cut many different
ways and which will give in to the
loudest voice.

I regret the last vote. I regret even
more a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amendment
that puts a reasonable upper limit,
gives States flexibility to set their own
speed limit at any point, less than 65,
and we ought to vote in favor of the
very reasonable amendment that the
gentleman from West Virginia has set
forth.

Enough is enough. Stop the carnage
on America’s highways. We can, with
one vote, do so.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to our colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

b 1515

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
will not take 2 minutes. I understand
with good intention what the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] wants to do. I know in my State
of California, if you are driving 55

miles an hour, you are in danger. You
cannot pull out, you cannot do any-
thing, because you have streaks of
lightning going by you.

But I think what the amendment at-
tempts, there are a could of issues. It is
not just a States rights issue, but an
issue of do we trust someone outside
Washington, DC, to make the deter-
mination on what is right and proper
for that particular district, or that par-
ticular State. I think we can trust
local government and local people to
take responsibility, and I think this
bill says no, we do not trust them to do
that. There is a big difference between
San Diego, CA, and Maine, and a lot of
country in-between, and each one has
different rules, different rights, and I
think that if we allow the States to
make that determination, they will do
it in a responsible way.

So even though there is good inten-
tion to the gentleman’s amendment, I
stand opposed to it, and I ask my col-
leagues to oppose it.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let me
again urge support of this compromise.
The previous speaker spoke of if you
are driving 55 miles per hour on Cali-
fornia highways, people pass by you in
a streak of lightning. Again, this is a
limit of 65 miles per hour and it does
allow States the flexibility within and
underneath that cap to set speed limits
in different parts of their States as
they see fit.

Mr. Chairman, I would submit as
well, because this is a safety issue, that
what we are discussing here is the Fed-
eral Government’s responsibility to im-
pose proper safety standards upon all
of the people in this country, and we
have a responsibility not only in this
area when it comes to auto driving, but
also in other areas, whether it is mine
safety, consumer-related health, FDA,
whatever, we could go down the list,
but where the Federal Government
does have a proper role and responsibil-
ity. It cannot be left to the States.

Again, I am not casting aspersions
upon our State legislatures, which I am
sure will rise above local interest and
make the common good decision. Nev-
ertheless, we have that responsibility
on the Federal level and we cannot
allow States to get in a contest of try-
ing to outdo the other State. Again, we
get into each State trying to go maybe
5 miles per hour above its neighboring
State. Where does it stop? The sky is
the limit under the committee-re-
ported bill. This sets a reasonable
limit. I think we ought to adopt this 65
mile an hour cap in the name of saving
lives, and it is responsible public policy
in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 133, noes 291,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 677]

AYES—133

Abercrombie
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clinger
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Davis
DeLauro
Dellums
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fazio
Foglietta
Ford
Fowler
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gilman
Goodling
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Horn
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume

Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Olver
Pallone
Parker
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sawyer
Scott
Serrano
Shuster
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Thompson
Torres
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates

NOES—291

Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks

Doggett
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Gonzalez
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Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum

McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff

Schroeder
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wyden
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—10

Fattah
Istook
Kennedy (MA)
Moakley

Neal
Reynolds
Roukema
Sisisky

Stockman
Tucker

b 1537

Mr. HOBSON changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. CLAYTON and Mr. MARTINEZ
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I was
necessarily away from the Chamber
during the last recorded vote. I believe
the number was 677.

Had I been present, I ask the Journal
to reflect I would have voted ‘‘nay’’.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word for the
purpose of entering into a colloquy
with the chairman of the Transpor-

tation Committee on the Gowanus Ex-
pressway rehabilitation project.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, because
of the long period of 7 to 10 years that
it is estimated it will take to complete,
and the devastating effect that this
project will have on the surrounding
communities—including an estimated
loss of $200 million to the local econ-
omy, as well as increased pollution and
safety problems—the issue of the
Gowanus Expressway rehabilitation
project is of great concern to me and
many of my constituents.

The plan that the State has put forth
on this matter falls far short of ade-
quately addressing some very impor-
tant issues. This has led to a bipartisan
effort that has brought together com-
munity leaders, at all levels, in the
hope of finding a sensible solution to
this problem.

The rehabilitation of this highway
will cost approximately $1 billion. That
works out to nearly $300 million per
mile, making this the costliest trans-
portation project in New York State.
Mr. Chairman, this single project will
have an adverse effect on the quality of
life of 300,000 New Yorkers—more than
any other transportation project.

Other area highway projects, which
affect far fewer New Yorkers, and cost
far less money, have been subject to
greater study. In this case, however,
the State has done little in the way of
examining measures that can reduce
the harmful effects on the community
or the options available to better ad-
dress the transportation woes.

In the event that we are unable to re-
solve the problems which I have briefly
outlined, it is my hope that as the
House goes to conference on this bill,
the chairman will be willing to leave
the record open on this issue, so that it
may be addressed in the final bill—ei-
ther through a major investment study
or through some other solution.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, the chair-
man of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand that the gentlewoman has
been working with our colleague, the
gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
MOLINARI], on this issue. I would en-
courage the State and local commu-
nities to work to address the issues
raised here today. As we move forward
with this bill I certainly agree to work
with both of you on finding an agree-
able solution to this problem.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. SHUSTER] for his commitment
to this important issue, and, before I
yield to my colleague, the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI],
a fellow New Yorker who has been in-
strumental on this matter, I would like
to also thank the gentleman from New
York [Mr. TOWNS] for his support and
attention to this matter and the lead-
ership that the gentleman from Cali-

fornia [Mr. MINETA] has provided in ad-
dressing this problem. I say to the gen-
tleman, ‘‘Mr. MINETA, we are all going
to miss you.’’

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from New York.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. VELÁZQUEZ] for
bringing this issue to the attention of
the House of Representatives. The
Gowanus Expressway is a critical com-
ponent of New York City’s highway
system. My constituents are very con-
cerned about the time it will take to
reconstruct this expressway as well as
the major traffic implications which
we New Yorkers will encounter for 10
years. It is my hope that we can work
with the State to ensure that this
project is done as quickly as possible
with as little inconvenience as possible
for thousands of New York drivers.

Let me also join in thanking the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER] and the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA] for their willingness
to work with the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. VELÁZQUEZ] and my of-
fice to address this issue, and again I
commend the gentlewoman for bring-
ing this issue to the forefront of the
House of Representatives, and hope-
fully together, with cooperation from
the States, we can utilize some of the
resources of the Federal Government
to spur this construction which we
admit is badly needed but cannot go on
for 10 to 15 years.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. MOLINARI] for her remarks,
and I look forward to our continued
working together on this issue, and I
also want to thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] for his
support.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title III?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NADLER: Page
90, line 17, strike ‘‘for only those’’ and all
that follows through the period on line 18
and insert the following: ‘‘in accordance with
State law.’’

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I am
seeking to change a section in this bill
that amounts to an unfunded Federal
mandate which singles out New York
City from the rest of the country. Sec-
tion 343 of the NHS bill requires New
York’s Tri-Borough Bridge and Tunnel
Authority to collect tolls only in the
westbound direction on the Verrazano-
Narrows Bridge. This is the only provi-
sion of its kind in the United States.
My amendment will restore local con-
trol over a fundamentally local issue;
how New York should collect tolls on
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it be one-way westbound, one-way east-
bound, or both ways? I do not think,
with all due respect, that Congress and
the President really have the expertise
to know which is best for local traffic
patterns. Let that be up to the govern-
ment of New York City.

Currently, having a one way toll on
the Verrazano-Narrows bridge creates a
path into the central business district
of Manhattan from Staten Island
through Brooklyn across lower Man-
hattan out through the Holland Tunnel
to New Jersey. This route is used by
commuters and commercial vehicles to
avoid paying any tolls whatsoever be-
cause the Holland Tunnel has a one-
way toll in the other direction.

b 1545

This loophole has cost our transpor-
tation agencies between $7 and $8.2 mil-
lion annually.

Let me turn my attention for a mo-
ment from this legislative issue to one
of funding. Does anyone here feel so
strongly that they would be willing to
make up these lost local dollars out of
their State’s portion of ISTEA funds?

We are not talking money being paid
by constituents all over the country.
We are talking about money being paid
by New Yorkers to our local transpor-
tation agencies for local transportation
purposes. By what right does Congress
tell New York how to raise money lo-
cally for local purposes or how to di-
rect traffic on local streets?

In addition to costing us local trans-
portation funds, at a time when urban-
ized areas are being hard hit by trans-
portation cuts, this unfunded mandate
diverts vehicles into Brooklyn and
lower Manhattan, thus greatly increas-
ing air pollution which creates large
pockets of carbon monoxide.

We cannot afford this kind of in-
creased air pollution in New York City.
We are already a nonattainment area
under the Clean Air Act and will be hit
with penalties by this Congress if we do
not comply. But the same Congress
will not let us take action to reduce
congestion and clean up our problem.

Besides being a cause of increased
pollution and being an inconvenience
for local residents, this congestion is
choking off maritime commerce from
the Red Hook and South Brooklyn Ma-
rine Terminals in Brooklyn, as well as
from numerous small commercial and
light manufacturing businesses on the
Brooklyn waterfront and in Sunset
Park. We are losing jobs, and it will get
worse.

A small minority in our city want to
use the Federal Government to cir-
cumvent local government and the pop-
ular will of the majority in our city.
Left alone, New Yorkers will do what is
in our own best interest. I am con-
vinced we will get rid of the one-way
tolls.

Maybe I am wrong and the gentle-
woman from Staten Island is correct
and the local decision will be to leave
the tolls the way they are. The gentle-
woman from Staten Island will get up

in a few minutes and argue that I am
wrong and that the one-way tolls are
correct for various local reasons.

The point is that decision, whether I
am right or she is right on local traffic
patterns and impacts in New York
City, should not be for this body. We
claim to be for States’ rights. I know
we are not consistent. Sometimes we
are, and sometimes we are not. But
this is ridiculous. Congress is going to
tell New York City which direction a
toll should be for all time in law on a
local bridge. The decision belongs lo-
cally.

This unfunded mandate has caused
the congestion in our streets, killed
local businesses, and destroyed the
quality of life in some of our commu-
nities; and unless we adopt this amend-
ment and allow New Yorkers to decide
what is best for our city, Congress will
be allowing and mandating the con-
tinuing deterioration of these areas.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, not put one-way tolls on
the Verrazano Bridge into Federal law.
Let New Yorkers make the decision
whether the Verrazano Bridge should
have one-way tolls eastbound,
westbound, no tolls, or tolls in both di-
rections. That is a local decision. It
should be kept local, and I urge the
adoption of this amendment.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York.

The language in the bill before us
provides a permanent authorization for
the current tolling configuration for
the Narrows Bridge in New York City.
This is simply making permanent lan-
guage approved by Congress every year
since 1986 to provide for the one-way
toll on the bridge to Staten Island.

Should we go back to collecting tolls
in both directions, Staten Islanders
will be subjected to increased levels of
carbon monoxide and other hazardous
air pollutants from idling cars in resi-
dential areas as well as increased con-
gestion.

While I am certainly aware of the
concerns of our colleague, Congress-
man NADLER, I also understand that
this amendment will not solve his
problem; and, therefore, I urge the
House to defeat this amendment.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word and rise in
strong opposition to this amendment
regarding the Verrazano-Narrows
Bridge one-way toll. Let me remind all
Members that we have already defeated
this exact same amendment during the
transportation appropriations bill ear-
lier this year, and with good reason.

Since 1986, tolls have been collected
on this bridge connecting a Federal
interstate in the westbound direction
only. That is 9 years in a row in which
such an attempt to reverse the toll col-
lection has been defeated by Congress.

Two, the current one-way toll situa-
tion has improved traffic flow, reduced
pollution, and helped thousands of New
York and New Jersey commuters get to
work on time. That is one reason why

Senator D’AMATO and Senator LAUTEN-
BERG from New Jersey had championed
this issue in the U.S. Senate.

Contrary to the arguments just
made, the one-way toll is not respon-
sible for Brooklyn nor Manhattan’s
growing traffic problems. Rather, it is
perfectly obvious to anyone familiar
with traffic in the area that the recon-
struction of the Brooklyn-Queens and
the Gowanus are responsible for the
current traffic patterns.

Lastly, we talk about a loophole and
a funding loss. I would like my col-
leagues from the other boroughs to ex-
plain to me how they would react if
their constituents were told that there
was no other alternative for them to
commute to another borough in the
same city without being charged a $7
toll. Neither of them would stand for
that, and the only thing they would
ask is for some relief.

Let me remind my colleagues that
the $7 toll goes largely toward reliev-
ing the toll pressures felt on your sub-
ways, which I do not have on Staten Is-
land. In the spirit of fairness, all we
ask is that, while we pay exorbitant
rates to get to your boroughs to sub-
sidize your mass transit, that we be
given a little bit more time to get to
work in the morning. I think that is a
pretty darned good deal. I think it is a
rather extravagant deal.

I commend the committee for includ-
ing the current one-way toll system
and recognizing how critically impor-
tant this is to the tens of thousands of
New York and New Jersey commuters
who use the Verrazano-Narrows Bridge.

Again I say to my colleagues, as I
have said before, if the traffic bothers
them so much, then let us all join to-
gether and do what is really fair and do
away with the toll on the Verrazano-
Narrows bridge all together. Then we
could all go home and say we did the
right thing for New Yorkers.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of my col-
league’s amendment.

The gentleman from New York and I
represent several neighborhoods in
lower Manhattan and Brooklyn that
bear the brunt of the current wrong-
headed toll policy on the Verrazano
Bridge.

First of all, our colleagues from
around the country should rightly ask
why is Congress becoming involved in
what is a local traffic dispute. That is
a very good question, especially when
we consider that year after year the
mandate of the one-way toll from
Brooklyn to Staten Island was put into
place over the objections of our city
and State governments and all but one
of our city congressional representa-
tives.

Here is why the one-way toll contin-
ues to be a terrible idea. First, it
wastes money. Toll evaders are duck-
ing out of $7 million in lost revenue.
This funding could improve New York’s
roads so that fewer tax dollars are
needed for these roads in New York.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Second, it is an environmental disas-

ter. The diverted traffic into my dis-
trict has caused air pollution hot spots
at which dangerous carbon monoxide
exceed national standards. All this be-
cause residents of one particular sec-
tion of our city and others from an-
other State can save a few dollars a
week by evading a toll.

The one-way toll over the Verrazano
has caused a great deal of damage that
can never be undone, but let us end
this folly and pass the Nadler amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-

ther amendments to title III?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendment No. 24.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 24 offered by Mr. NADLER:
Page 97, after line 12, add the following:
SEC. 354. EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR REPAY-

MENT OF FUNDS.
The Secretary shall extend by 2 years the

deadline by which the State of New York is
required under section 103(e)(7) of title 23,
United States Code, to make a repayment to
the Highway Trust Fund in connection with
Federal funds expended to acquire property
for a portion of Interstate Route 478 which
was withdrawn from the Interstate System
in accordance with the provisions of section
103(e)(4) of such title.

Conform the table of contents accordingly.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment simply extends a statutory
deadline for New York either to repay
funds spent to acquire rights-of-way for
the Westway project or to apply for a
so-called payback waiver which would
allow those funds to be spent current
eligible projects.

The amendment is revenue-neutral.
It provides no new funds for New York
City, does not draw on the highway
trust fund, nor would a failure to ex-
tend this deadline make available any
additional funds to the highway trust
fund. However, failure to extend this
deadline could result in these funds
being misdirected away from the com-
munities whose transportation needs
they were expended to serve.

This extension is temporary. It gives
the State department of transportation
2 years to file a new application for a
payback waiver in compliance with
U.S. DOT guidance.

This is money New York received as
part of its share of transportation
funding. We should be able to use this
funding for its intended purpose—to
serve the transportation needs of our
community. However, unless this dead-
line is extended, a legal technicality,
combined with bureaucratic wrangling,
could place these important transpor-
tation initiatives in jeopardy.

We fought long and hard to ensure
that this money would be spent in the
most productive and efficient manner

possible. I ask my colleagues’ assist-
ance in straightening out this bureau-
cratic mess so that our local transpor-
tation authorities can move forward
with serving the transportation needs
of our city.

Mr. Chairman, there is currently
pending, or there was, I should say, a
lawsuit. The settlement of that lawsuit
bound the Governor of the State of
New York and the mayor of the city of
New York and the two comptrollers
that the Governor would make a good
faith application for a payback waiver.
The previous administration in New
York made such an application in 1990.
It was clearly not in compliance with
Federal guidelines. It was, therefore,
rejected by the Federal Government
and it is not regarded as a good faith
application.

The question is whether the State ad-
ministration has met its legal mandate
under the court order to make a good
faith application. There is a lawsuit
pending now, brought by the comptrol-
ler of the city against the State depart-
ment of transportation. If the lawsuit
is unsuccessful, this amendment will
not be utilized. It will be irrelevant. If
the lawsuit is successful, this amend-
ment would give the administration of
New York the opportunity beyond the
expiration date on September 30, a 2-
year opportunity, to meet its legal ob-
ligation and make the application for
the payback waiver.

As I say, Mr. Chairman, this has no
fiscal implications for the highway
trust fund or the Federal Government
but simply extends the waiver so New
York can settle the lawsuit, get its act
together, and make the application for
the waiver.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment which
the State of New York and the city of
New York are also opposed to.

Earlier this year the New York State
Department of Transportation chose to
no longer waive the payback of funds
for the Westway project. As recently as
today, my office again confirmed the
State’s position on this issue, and that
has not changed, equally with the city
of New York.

As I mentioned, during the commit-
tee markup of the National Highway
Service bill, I hope to further address
this issue with the State and the city
of New York to determine whether a
real solution can be worked out. In the
meantime, however, on their behalf, I
must rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word and rise in sup-
port of the gentleman from New York’s
amendment and I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, let me
say I join the gentlewoman in hoping
that this will be worked out, but sim-
ply would observe that at this time
there is a lawsuit pending. It was
brought about a week ago by the comp-
troller of the city of New York against
the Governor of the State of New York

on issues having to do with whether, in
fact, the State has met its legal obliga-
tion under a previous court settlement
under which it is bound to make an ap-
plication of the payback waiver.

If that lawsuit should be successful,
they are going to be bound to make the
application, but the deadline is Sep-
tember 30. If this is not worked out, if
the lawsuit is unsuccessful, if the Gov-
ernor is not compelled by the lawsuit
to make an application or they decide
that they are not going to, then this
amendment is not necessary. But if the
Governor should decide he wants to
make the waiver, as these things are
discussed in New York, or if the courts
tell him he must, then this amendment
will be necessary,

All the amendment does, Mr. Chair-
man, is give extra time to the Gov-
ernor. It does not bind the Governor. It
is up to him and the lawsuit in New
York. This gives not just the Governor,
this gives the State 2 years to make
the application if they want to. Cur-
rently, the Governor does not want to
because he does not agree with the con-
ditions the Federal Government would
impose on that waiver. But he will ei-
ther decide to do so or he will not, or
he will be ordered by the courts to do
so, or he will not. All this amendment
says is give New York some extra time.

So this does not prejudice anybody
and it does not cost anybody any
money. I suspect that the Governor is
going to need this amendment, even if
he does not think so now, if he should
be ordered by the courts to make the
application. Because if he is ordered to
make the application, and there is no
extra time, the court may very well
tell him that he is bound by the condi-
tions of the Federal Government but he
does not get the money, or he does not
get the positive aspects of it.
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So I think that adoption of this

amendment will simply give the State
an additional time for the option, and
it does not force them to do it. I would
urge this be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SHUSTER: Page

97, add the following new section:
SEC. 356. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Notwithstanding title 23 U.S.C. 101(a), the
projects described in section 149(a)(62) of P.L.
100–17 and section 1 of P.L. 100–211 shall be el-
igible under title 23 U.S.C. 204.

Mr. SHUSTER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this is
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with the other side, noncontroversial.
The amendment merely clarifies the
eligibility of two park roads. I under-
stand the leadership on the other side
is prepared to accept it.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, we have
no problems with the amendment. We
have reviewed it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
(Mr. POSHARD asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of H.R. 2274, the National Highway
System Designation Act of 1995. This is a
sound piece of legislation, and I applaud my
colleagues on the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee for helping bring this bi-
partisan bill to the floor.

By passing this legislation quickly we will
ensure that critical highway funds will be sent
to the States. Within H.R. 2274 are provisions
guaranteeing the States will receive $6.3 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1996 highway funding. This
equates to approximately $255 million for the
State of Illinois, and allows much-needed high-
way projects to continue without disruption of
Federal funding.

The National Highway System bill before us
today lifts many burdensome mandates and
Federal regulations that hinder progress of our
Nation’s highways. Contained within this bill
are commonsense reforms to the hour-of-serv-
ice regulations impacting farmers, and I fully
support eliminating the penalty for noncompli-
ance for motorcycle helmet use laws. The Illi-
nois General Assembly has attempted three
times to pass legislation complying with this
Federal mandate. The people of Illinois do not
support forced helmet use compliance, and I
urge my colleagues to support this much-
needed reform.

I support taking the transportation trust
funds off budget. I believe it is important to
enact the trust fund legislation, and feel a sep-
arate vote on that issue will accomplish the
goal of guaranteeing these funds are used for
their intended purposes. I appreciate the ef-
forts of Chairman SHUSTER to reach a work-
able compromise on this, and other conten-
tious issues.

Rural America is dependent on a sound and
efficient network of roads. The National High-
way System map we are designating today
will play a vital role in America’s infrastructure
needs and will have a significant impact on
the economy of my district. This map includes
numerous routes through south-central Illinois
which will help bolster the area’s economy,
and its ability to flourish. I want to particularly
thank Joe McGuire of Wabash County and the
other members of the Route One Committee
for their tireless efforts in promoting the Route
One Corridor as an integral part of the new
National Highway System.

The National Highway System Designation
Act of 1995 will shape the future of America’s
transportation system. Passage of this bill will

ensure the States will receive their Federal
highway funding, and I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘yes’’ on this critical legislation.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBERSTAR: Page

97, add the following new section:
SEC. 356. SAFETY REPORT.

Not later than September 30, 1997, the Sec-
retary of Transportation, in cooperation
with any state which raises any speed limit
in such state to a level above the level per-
mitted under section 154 of Title 23, United
States Code, as such section was in effect on
September 15, 1995, shall prepare and submit
to the Congress a study of—

(1) the costs to such state of deaths and in-
juries resulting from motor vehicle crashes,
and

(2) the benefits associated with the repeal
of national maximum speed limit.

Mr. OBERSTAR (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.
(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, we have
enjoyed working with the gentleman
on this amendment, have studied it,
and are willing to accept it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man of the subcommittee and the
chairman of the full committee for
their cooperation, and the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] for
his participation. This is simply a safe-
ty report.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. LOWEY: At the
end of title III of the bill, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. 354. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY

INTOXICATED MINORS
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23,

United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:
‘‘§ 161. National standard to prohibit the op-

eration of motor vehicles by intoxicated mi-
nors
‘‘(a) WITHOLDING OF APPORTIONMENTS FOR

NON-COMPLIANCE.—
‘‘(1) FISCAL YEAR 1999.—The Secretary shall

withhold 5 percent of the amount required to
be appropriated to any State under each of
paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of section 104(b) of
October 1, 1998, if the State does not meet

the requirement of paragraph (3) on such
date.

‘‘(2) THEREAFTER.—The Secretary shall
withhold 10 percent (including any amounts
withheld under paragraph (1)) of the amount
required to be apportioned to any State
under each of paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of
section 104(b) on October 1, 1999, and on Octo-
ber 1 of each fiscal year thereafter, if the
State does not meet the requirement of para-
graph (3) on such date.

‘‘(3) REQUIREMENT.—A State meets the re-
quirements of this paragraph if the State has
enacted and is enforcing a law that makes
unlawful throughout the State the operation
of a motor vehicle by an individual under the
age of 21 who has a blood alcohol concentra-
tion of 0.02 percent or greater.

‘‘(b) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.—

‘‘(1) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD
FUNDS.—

‘‘(A) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2000.—Any funds withheld under
subsection (a) from apportionment to any
State on or before September 30, 2000, shall
remain available until the end of the third
fiscal year following the fiscal year for
which such funds are authorized to be a ap-
propriated.

‘‘(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30,
2000.—No funds withheld under this section
from apportionment to any State after Sep-
tember 30, 2000, shall be available for appor-
tionment to such State.

‘‘(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of
the period of which funds withheld under
subsection (a) from apportionment are to re-
main available for apportionment to State
under paragraph (1), the State meets the re-
quirement of subsection (a)(3), the Secretary
shall, on the first day on which the State
meets such requirement, apportion to the
State the funds withheld under subsection
(a) that remain available for apportionment
to the State.

‘‘(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE-
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.—Any funds ap-
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re-
main available for expenditure until the end
of the third fiscal year following the fiscal
year in which such funds are so apportioned.
Sums not obligated at the end of such period
shall lapse or, in the case of funds appor-
tioned under section 104(b)(5), shall lapse and
be made available by the Secretary for
projects in accordance with section 118.

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the
end of the period for which funds withheld
under subsection (a) from apportionment are
available for apportionment to a State under
paragraph (1), the State does not meet the
requirement of subsection (a)(3), such funds
shall lapse or, in the case of funds withheld
from apportionment under section 104(b)(5),
such funds shall lapse and be made available
by the Secretary for projects in accordance
with section 118.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end of the follow-
ing:
‘‘161. National standard to prohibit the oper-

ation of motor vehicles by in-
toxicated minors.’’.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I will
include for the RECORD a letter from
the Mothers Against Drunk Driving in
support of my amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge
my colleagues to close a loophole in
the law that tragically claims thou-
sands of lives each year on our Nation’sVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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roadways: Drinking and driving by mi-
nors.

While everyone knows that it is ille-
gal to purchase alcohol if you are
under 21 years of age, 23 States still
permit underage drivers to drive le-
gally with alcohol in their system as
long as their blood alcohol content
does not exceed the State’s legal limit.
So incredibly, in 23 States it is illegal
for minors to purchase alcohol, it is il-
legal for them to publicly consume al-
cohol, but it is perfectly legal for them
to drink and drive.

This loophole still exists despite the
clearly lethal consequences of teen-
agers who mix drinking and driving.
What is the result? Each year between
2,000 and 5,000 youths, age 15 to 24, are
killed in alcohol-related crashing. In
fact, according to the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration, 40
percent of traffic fatalities involving
underage drivers are alcohol related.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very straight-
forward issue. It is an issue of getting
tough on a crime that kills thousands
of Americans every year. Since it is il-
legal in every State for children under
the ago of 21 to purchase and possess
alcoholic beverages, it should also be
illegal for children under 21 who have
been drinking to drive.

My amendment sends a very clear
message. If you are under 21, consump-
tion of alcohol combined with driving
will be treated under State law as driv-
ing while intoxicated. End of story.
And to any of my colleagues who think
it might be okay for a teenager to have
a beer or two and then drive, let us
look at the facts.

According to a 1991 study by the In-
surance Institute for Highway Safety,
male drivers between 16 and 21 who
have a blood alcohol level of .01 to .04
are six times more likely to be in a
fatal crash than drivers 25 years and
older. Under my amendment, which
was adopted by the Senate in June by
a 2-to-1 margin, if a State fails to adopt
a zero tolerance standard for drivers
under 21 by the beginning of fiscal year
1999, they would lose 5 percent of their
Federal highway funds for that year. In
subsequent years if that State has
failed to act, if would lose 10 percent of
its funds.

Unfortunately, the bill before us
today does not contain the zero toler-
ance measure adopted by the Senate.
My amendment will make the House
bill identical to the Senate in this life-
saving measure.

What can we expect from enactment
of zero tolerance laws nationally? For
the States that have adopted zero tol-
erance laws, Maine, New Mexico, North
Carolina, and Wisconsin, they have ex-
perienced a 34-percent decrease in traf-
fic fatalities among young drivers at
night. Let me repeat, a 34-percent de-
crease in traffic fatalities.

If all States adopted zero tolerance
laws, at least 375 fatal crashes would be
prevented each year. Very simply, we
are talking about saving lives. In des-
ignating the National Highway System

of some 160,000 miles of road deemed to
be of national significance, we in this
Chamber have a responsibility to en-
sure the safe usage of those roads.
Nothing is more detrimental to high-
way safety than drunk driving.

The approach my amendment takes
has saved lives before. Since passage in
1984 of the bipartisan uniform mini-
mum drinking age, or 21 law, State
which fail to adopt 21 as the minimum
age for the purchase or public posses-
sion of alcohol beverage, face a with-
holding of a portion of their highway
construction funding. As a result, each
State has made 21 the drinking age,
and 1,000 American lives are saved each
year.

Mr. Chairman, drunk driving is a se-
rious crime. The swift and certain way
to achieve zero tolerance of this crime
by minors is to pass this amendment.
My amendment builds on the success of
the 21 law passed by Congress in 1984.
Please support this amendment. We
cannot be too tough on drunk driving.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
adopt my amendment.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the reason I rise in op-
position to this amendment is because
it is counterproductive. The committee
strongly believes in very tough drunk
driving incentives, and indeed in the
committee, in the legislation before us,
thanks to the leadership of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN], we
have set .02 as the standard. But we
have set it by incentives, not as a man-
date. If there is anything we have
learned around here with regard to
mandates, it is that the hammer ap-
proach of sanctions has proven over the
history of the Federal Aid to Highway
Program to be unsuccessful. Incentives
work much better.

For example, since the motorcycle
helmet provisions and associated pen-
alties were enacted in ISTEA in 1991,
only one State has enacted a motor-
cycle helmet law that did not have one
prior to ISTEA. Twenty-five States ig-
nored taking action and had the Fed-
eral penalty imposed upon them.

States no longer respond positively
to the heavy hand of the Federal Gov-
ernment mandates. They are speaking
with their pocket-books. In fact, the
irony here is that if we were to man-
date a 5-percent reduction in funds,
that simply means that the States
would have less money to make the
highways more safe. It is counter-
productive.

We have in this legislation very
strong incentives. Indeed, we should
support, therefore, what is in the legis-
lation and oppose this counter-
productive amendment. A sanction of
this sort will likely do more harm. The
amendment proposed, and I am sure
that is not the gentlewoman’s inten-
tion, but will likely do more harm to
the .02 cause than the positive im-
provement to the current incentive
grant program contained in this bill.

So for those reasons, while I respect
what the gentlewoman is attempting

to do, it is counterproductive. Stick
with the committee.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge defeat of
this amendment.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment in-
troduced by the gentlelady from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY] and I commend the
gentlelady for her efforts in bringing
this important issue to the floor for
our consideration.

According to the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, 40 per-
cent of traffic fatalities involving un-
derage drivers are alcohol related.
Given this telling statistic, it is beyond
comprehension that although it is ille-
gal in every State for persons under
the age of 21 to purchase and consume
alcoholic beverages, less than half the
States have enacted zero tolerance
laws to prohibit minors from drinking
and driving regardless of the driver’s
level of intoxication.

This amendment strongly encourages
the remaining States to adopt zero tol-
erance language by fiscal year 1998 or
lose 5 percent of their Federal highway
funding for that year. States which
have adopted zero tolerance legislation
have experienced a dramatic decrease
in traffic fatalities among younger age
drivers.

Mr. Chairman, this measure seeks to
encourage common sense. Accordingly,
I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Lowey zero tolerance amend-
ment in the hope that we can reduce
the number of senseless tragedies that
result from underage drinking and
driving.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
express my strong support for the very
important amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LOWEY].

Teenagers simply should not be al-
lowed to drink and drive. It endangers
them and it risks the lives of everyone
else who is on the road.

Teenagers are the one group with the
absolute least experience with alcohol
and with driving—and with coping with
the combination.

This amendment simply continues
the process we began in 1984 when we
set sanctions for States that do not
enact 21-year-old minimum drinking
age statutes.

Unfortunately, the way the law is
now written, a teenager may not pur-
chase alcohol but that same teenager
may get a drink some other way and
then hit the road—legally.

The gentlewoman’s amendment
would change that by requiring States
to adopt statutes reducing the legalVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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blood alcohol content for anyone under
21 who is driving to zero tolerance.

The amendment would use the same
sanctions that were used in 1984 for the
21-year-old minimum drinking age.

States would face the loss of 5 per-
cent of their highway funds if they do
not enact zero tolerance statutes after
1 year.

The States would face a 10 percent
penalty if the zero tolerance statutes
are not adopted after the second year.

Mr. Chairman, the 21-year-old mini-
mum drinking age statute was success-
ful. It reduced fatalities and it elimi-
nated the blood borders that existed
between States with different mini-
mum drinking ages.

But far too many of our young people
still die on our Nation’s highways and
there are far too many alcohol-related
crashes.

In 1993 alone, more than 2,300 teen-
agers died in alcohol-related crashes.
That is 2,300 young people in a single
year.

The 12 States that currently have
lower alcohol limits for under-21 driv-
ers have had a 20-percent reduction in
alcohol-related crashes.

It is estimated that at least 375 alco-
hol-related crashes would be prevented
each year if all States adopted zero tol-
erance laws.

This zero-tolerance amendment is ab-
solutely vital for making our Nation’s
highways safer and for reducing alco-
hol related accidents.

This zero-tolerance amendment is
common sense and good government.

It uses a modest sanction to ensure
that our young people will live longer
and the roads will be safer for every-
one.

Let’s put this house in support of
ending teenage drinking and driving.

I commend the gentlewoman from
New York for offering this important
amendment and I urge its passage.

b 1615

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
her efforts to deter underage drinking
and driving. While we share the same
concerns, I must speak against her
amendment, because it goes against ev-
erything we are trying to change about
Washington.

My objection to the Lowey amend-
ment is found in its approach, not in
its substance. The gentlewoman’s
amendment will penalize the States by
withholding 5 percent of their highway
funds if they do not comply.

This is a States rights issue. At a
time when we are trying to empower
the States to govern themselves, we do
not need to send them edicts and un-
funded mandates from Washington that
will withhold much needed highway
funds if they do not comply.

This bill is a States rights bill. In the
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee we started the trend to give
rights back to the States by eliminat-

ing the national maximum speed limit
and mandatory helmet laws. This
amendment flies in the face of what we
are trying to do here.

This very important safety provision
of zero tolerance for underage drinking
and driving has already been included
in H.R. 2274. This provision, though, of-
fers incentives to the States who com-
ply, rather than penalizing them for
not doing so.

Earlier this year I joined with my es-
teemed colleague from New York, the
Reverend FLOYD FLAKE, to work on a
bill designed to reduce drinking and
driving among younger drivers.

It is a fact that traffic fatalities are
the leading cause of death for those
under the age of 21 and of those fatali-
ties 40 percent are alcohol related. In
addition, studies have shown that teen-
age driving is impaired at lower blood
alcohol concentrations than that of an
adult.

Zero tolerance laws that have been
adopted in various States across the
country have proven to reduce the inci-
dence of fatal crashes among teenagers.

In closing, I would like to thank
Chairman SHUSTER and Subcommittee
Chairman PETRI for including my zero
tolerance provision in this legislation.

Vote ‘‘yes’’ for zero tolerance of un-
derage drinking and driving.

And vote ‘‘yes’’ for States rights by
voting ‘‘no’’ on the Lowey amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I think we ought to support the
Lowey amendment, because I think the
Lowey amendment does what very
often we like to do in our own families
with our children, and which I think
most American parents like to do with
their children. That is, they like to be
able to send a clear and unambiguous
message, because very often we under-
stand that young children need clarity
in that message, and ambiguity very
often confuses and causes
misjudgments on their part.

What we have here is a situation
where the government is sending two
different messages. We clearly recog-
nize that it is illegal, and with the sup-
port of the parents of this country, we
have made it illegal for young people
to drink under the age of 21. However,
we say, on the other hand, ‘‘If you have
been drinking and then you get into an
automobile and drive, and you are
under the influence, we can tolerate
that, and you will not be punished or
some other action taken.’’

So we are sending two different mes-
sages. It is illegal to drink, but if you
do not get caught, but you are later
caught in an automobile, actions are
not going to be taken for your drink-
ing.

That is a message that we should not
be sending. The ambiguity of that mes-
sage we should not be sending, and that

is not a message that parents, I be-
lieve, want their government sending
to young people. Yes, it is illegal, but
if you do not get caught, it could be OK
if you are in the right set of cir-
cumstances.

That is not what we do. We do not do
this with marijuana, we do not do this
with drugs. We do not say, You can use
marijuana and then if you get caught
driving under the influence, if you ap-
pear to be OK, you are released. We do
not do that. I think we have to make it
very clear here that parents send a
message that they do not want their
young people to use alcohol, and we
ought not to allow this ambiguity.

Many of the arguments used against
zero tolerance are the arguments that
were used against it when we decided
last year that we would have zero tol-
erance in our schools for people who
bring weapons to schools. There are a
lot of hard cases, a lot of difficult
cases, but the fact is schools do not
need to have weapons in them. People
should not bring weapons to school. We
needed to send out right messages. We
heard that some States had done it,
some were going to do it, some States
did not like being told to do it. The
fact is today all States have it. We
have zero tolerance. We have sent a
very clear message: Bring a gun to
school, you are out for a year. No am-
biguities. Bring a gun to school, you
are out for a year.

What we are saying here, climb into
a car, if you have been drinking and
you are stopped for some reason, the
State is going to make a determination
about the price. This is not about send-
ing edicts. This is not about sending
mandates. This is about sending a set
of values that we share with our con-
stituents, we share them as parents, as
grandparents, as people who are con-
cerned with children. These are values
that we share, and what we are saying
is, Let us get on with it. Let us get
down to the point where we can provide
this kind of protection for our children.
This is a very nonintrusive way. We are
not saying how you have to mete out
the penalties, we are not saying they
cannot send them to education or
counseling, what have you. All of that
is available for communities and
States to decide.

What we are saying is, as a national
legislature we no longer want to toler-
ate the ambiguity and the danger, the
danger that that ambiguity places our
children in on a nightly and daily
basis, and other people in on a nightly
and daily basis on the roads of Amer-
ica.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
very strong, strong support of the
amendment. We did this in 1984, and it
worked. Let me tell the Members why.

In the Washington, DC, area and in
my congressional district, we basicallyVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9302 September 20, 1995
had a situation whereby we had a blood
border. We had young men and women
from my congressional district in
McLean and places like that going into
Washington, DC, where the drinking
age was 18, purchasing alcohol, coming
out and getting killed on the George
Washington Parkway. The number of
deaths on the George Washington
Parkway was amazing. One night I was
coming back and there were police
there, and I stopped and pulled over to
the side, and there was a young lady
under a blanket who had just died, had
been in a collision, just south of 123.

When we did this in 1984, we saved a
lot of live. I would tell the Members, as
a father, a mother, a grandparent, or as
somebody who has young children,
think in terms of what this means to
your family. I as a father of five chil-
dren can still remember at nights lis-
tening to the gravel on the driveway,
waiting for my children to come home,
to know that they were safe. The most
disturbing call that anyone can pos-
sibly get must be that telephone call,
and I thank the good Lord that we have
not gotten it, that telephone call at 12
or 1 o’clock to say your son or your
daughter has been killed in an accident
somewhere because of drunk driving, or
things like that.

I do not want to put mandates on the
States on all these other things. I
stand with the body on most other is-
sues. But on the safety issues and on
this blood alcohol issue, I think this is
one of the exceptions we should make.
I would just ask, frankly, those of you
out there who have never experienced
what I have never experienced, we may
not have experienced it because of the
work that was done in this body in
1984. That language that we passed may
have kept us from getting a telephone
call, and we may not even know why
we did not get the telephone call, but
that may be why we did not get the
telephone call. I would hope that the
chairman would accept this language.

I would hope that something like this
could come in, and maybe 5 percent is
not it, maybe it should be 10 or 3, but
somehow we know it worked in 1984,
and we know it saved thousands of
lives. We do not want the pain and
agony in anyone’s else’s life. I strongly
urge that it will work this time, and I
urge support of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to rise today
in support of this amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] to
H.R. 2274, the National Highway System Des-
ignation Act.

This amendment will help save the lives of
scores of young people and will make all our
Nation’s highway’s safer. The amendment by
the gentlewoman from New York strongly en-
courages States to implement zero-tolerance
alcohol standards for drivers under the age of
21. It is the current law in every State that you
must be at least 21 years of age to purchase
or consume alcohol, and this amendment cer-
tainly is consistent with that law.

Furthermore, this amendment will be very
effective, as States will lose a percentage of
their basic Federal highway funds for each

year, after October 1, 1998, that zero-toler-
ance laws are not in effect.

Did you know that according to the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration
[NHTSA], 40 percent of traffic deaths involving
underage drivers were alcohol related?

Did you know that in 1994 2,200 people
were killed because minors were drinking and
driving. And further that 1,600 of these people
were teenagers themselves?

Mr. Chairman, it should be noted that the
Lowey amendment has already been over-
whelmingly adopted in the Senate version of
this legislation and is supported by the Na-
tional Association of Governors’ Highway
Safety Representatives and Mothers Against
Drunk Driving.

I know what a widespread problem under-
age drinking and driving is. I have sponsored
my own legislation, the High Risk Drivers Act
of 1995, on this subject, and can remember
the blood border days when youths would
drive, many under the influence of alcohol,
from States with higher drinking ages to
places where they could more easily consume
and buy alcohol.

The Lowey amendment will be an important
step in combating drunk driving and, as a mat-
ter of public safety and concern for our chil-
dren and grandchildren, should be accepted
as part of H.R. 2274. Mr. Chairman, I applaud
the efforts of the gentlewoman from New York
and urge passage of her amendment.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am one of the gen-
tlemen from Kentucky, and I mention
that at the beginning of my remarks
because distilled spirits are very im-
portant to the State of Kentucky, but
I rise in support of this bill. I rise,
knowing that the Distilled Spirits
Council has come out with model legis-
lation, Mr. Chairman, that the Dis-
tilled Spirits Council which represents
distilleries across America, has used in
State after State to encourage them to
enact just the legislation we are dis-
cussing here today.

We need to make sure that young
people understand, it is not a question
of taking a little drink, it is not a
question of being below a certain alco-
hol blood content level. It is a question
of not getting behind the wheel of a car
if you are drinking at all. If a young
person up to age 21 is not allowed to
drink or possess alcohol, what sense
does it make, what sense does it make
not to make sure they suffer the pen-
alties of a drunk driving arrest?.

I may also be rising today because
the day after tomorrow, on Friday, the
September 22 I will be taking my then
16-year-old son to get this driver’s li-
cense, his driver’s permit. He turns 16
the day after tomorrow. When I take
him to get that permit, I am going to
be doing it with the same fear and the
same concern that we have heard from
other speakers; not necessarily that he
will be driving while drinking, but
rather, that he is going to be out on
those roads, and that he could be at
risk; that he could be at risk because
another young person who does not un-
derstand zero tolerance is on the road.

We have seen a bipartisan, a truly bi-
partisan, support for this amendment

here today. I think it should tell us
something. It should tell us that a yes
vote is what makes sense for the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Let me add one final issue, the issue
of States rights. We are turning States
rights on its head when we use that
issue. I say that as one who has just
come into this Chamber twice in a row
on recorded votes and said that yes,
States probably should have the right
to set their own speed limits. I apolo-
gize to the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. RAHALL], but I did vote
against his amendments, because
States do have different sets of cir-
cumstances that allow them and would
justify different speed limits. We
should not make that decision here in
Washington.

However, I want to tell the Members,
there is no different circumstance in
any State in this Union that should
allow a person under 21 to drive with
one drop of alcohol in his or her blood.
I support the amendment, and I urge
its passage.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
gentleman’s amendment. Mr. Chair-
man, we have all, unfortunately, been
touched by the deadly consequences of
drunk drivers on our Nation’s roads.
We all struggle as Members of the
human community and as legislators
to figure out what we can do possibly
to lower the chances of drunk driving.

How do we send that message? Today
this amendment is one very important
piece of sending that message. If a
teenager is caught drinking and driv-
ing, even at very low blood alcohol lev-
els, and he or she is penalized, chances
are they will think twice next time.
That is a chance, Mr. Chairman, we are
obligated to take. Let me also com-
ment on the States rights issues. We
all struggle over the role of the Federal
Government, and the heavy-handedness
of it. Quite frankly, however, efforts to
stop drunk driving and efforts to save
lives on the road should reach across
city, State, and Federal lines. This
must be a united effort, and as Mem-
bers of the Federal Government, as rep-
resentatives elected to protect and pro-
mote safety, we cannot abdicate that
role.

Again, let me just thank the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]
and commend her for bringing a very
important amendment to a bill that is
99 percent there. It is a great national
highway systems bill. With the gentle-
woman’s amendment adopted, it will
certainly add to it.

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Lowey amendment that
would encourage States to enact a zero
tolerance law to close a loophole in the
National Minimum Drinking Age Law.
Mr. Chairman, that law prohibits any-
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alcohol, yet does not prohibit them
from driving after drinking. I ask my
colleagues, does this loophole make
sense? Certainly not. Zero tolerance
laws make it illegal for underage per-
sons to drink any amount of alcohol
and then drive. As of 1994, 24 States had
zero tolerance laws which make it ille-
gal for an underage person to drink and
drive with a .02 blood alcohol level or
less. Less than one beer would put the
average young adult over the limit.

Mr. Chairman, too many Americans
have been personally affected by the
tragedy of drunk driving. They have
lost a family member, relative, or
friend. While the 21-year-old drinking
age has made significant strides in re-
ducing these tragedies, we must not
stop there. Mr. Chairman, we owe it to
all members of society—particularly
our children—to close this deadly loop-
hole.

Support this important amendment.

b 1630
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Lowey amendment which
would require States to enact zero tol-
erance laws that make it illegal for mi-
nors to drink and drive.

In one year alone, more than 22,000
people were killed in drunk driving ac-
cidents. Ten percent of those killed,
more than 2,200, lost their lives in
crashes involving alcohol and minors.
We can do something about this na-
tional tragedy.

Data from the National Highway
Safety Transportation Administration
[NHSTA] indicates that legislative ef-
forts to reduce drunk driving are
achieving some success. In all, 24
States have adopted zero tolerance
laws, and the alcohol-related crashes
among minors in all of those States is
down by 10 to 20 percent. In four of
those States—Maine, New Mexico,
North Carolina, and Wisconsin—the
traffic fatalities among young drivers
at night has decreased by 34 percent.

Even at blood alcohol concentrations
as low as 0.02 percent, alcohol affects
driving ability and the likelihood of a
crash. Under the Lowey amendment
teenagers who take just one drink and
get behind the wheel of a car would be
in violation of the law and would lose
their licenses for several months.

During the spring, I attended a high
school assembly in Bethesda, MD, and
listened to a young man from Califor-
nia, Brandon Silvera, tell an audito-
rium full of teenagers why it doesn’t
pay to drink and drive. Brandon had
been an athlete and an outstanding
student. The summer prior to his sen-
ior year in high school, he was looking
forward to the coming football season
and making choices about which col-
lege he would attend. One evening,
after attending several parties where
he had a few drinks, he fell asleep at
the wheel. His car veered off the road
and he crashed into a tree. He was just
a short distance from his home.

Brandon is now in his twenties. He
has difficulty walking and his speech is
slurred. Nevertheless, he travels
around the country with his father urg-
ing teenagers not to drink and drive.
Perhaps a zero tolerance law would
have prevented the accident that
changed this young man’s life.

In terms of States rights, young peo-
ple may well drive from 1 State to an-
other where there are different laws.

A recent survey revealed that 80 per-
cent of the young people in the Wash-
ington area had their first drink at age
14. Teenagers in Maryland and Virginia
are more likely to drink than those in
the city of Washington. The Washing-
ton area has more than one million un-
derage children, and many seem to
have no problem buying or getting
their hands on alcohol. Parents sur-
veyed believe their children’s friends
drink and drive, but few parents think
their own children drink and drive.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
saying, enough, to the senseless and
preventable slaughter on our highways
by supporting the Lowey amendment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
RAHALL] for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, it is true that H.R.
2274 purports to provide an incentive to
States to adopt zero tolerance by mak-
ing .02 BAC a basic criteria. Unfortu-
nately, the incentive provided is mini-
mal at best and will not accomplish
our goal. My amendment is the only
one with teeth. The bill says if the
States adopt .02 BAC in addition to
other safety measures, they will get an
incentive grant.

Well, let us read the fine print. Right
now the section 410 program says to
the States, ‘‘undertake the following
countermeasures to drunk driving and
we will give you X amount of dollars.’’
The trouble is when the States have
complied with the criteria outlined in
the 410 program, they do not get what
they are promised, they get about half
of what they were promised. So if we
use the incentive grant as outlined in
the bill, we are saying to the States,
pass zero tolerance, and we promise not
to give you any more of the money we
already are not giving you.

What kind of an incentive is that? In
1984, we could have used incentive
grants to encourage the States to pass
21 as the drinking age. Had we done
that, 21 would not be the law of the
land. It would be the law in part of the
land. How many more of our children—
and as a mother of three, I feel this
very deeply—would have died as a re-
sult?

The key word in the Uniform Mini-
mum Drinking Act of 1984 was uniform.
We wanted all the States on a uniform
basis to adopt 21 as the drinking age in
a specified period of time. To those who
favor the carrot over the stick, let us

be honest. If we adopt my amendment,
we will get zero tolerance in every
State. We will get it soon. And as was
the case with 21, no State will experi-
ence the withholding of any highway
funds.

Mr. Chairman, I met with members
of MADD in my district, in front of Ma-
maroneck High School just this week. I
met with members of SADD, Students
Against Drunk Driving. I spoke with
the Mamaroneck police chief and his
officers. I spoke with a father who lost
his daughter in a drunk driving acci-
dent. No one in Mamaroneck, Mr.
Chairman, spoke of States rights. They
spoke instead of the moral imperative
of passing drunk driving laws.

Too many Americans have been per-
sonally affected by the tragedy of
drunk driving. Too many Americans
have died. As parents, we owe it to our
children to close this deadly loophole.
Let us do everything we can to ensure
that no parent will be awakened in the
middle of the night with the awful
news that their child has been killed in
a drunk driving accident.

Mr. Chairman, we just cannot be too
tough on drunk driving. I urge my col-
leagues to adopt this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 203,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 678]

AYES—223

Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Burr
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chapman
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Davis
DeFazio
DeLauro
Deutsch

Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gilman
Goodling
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hutchinson
Hyde
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
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Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha

Nadler
Neal
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schumer
Scott

Serrano
Shays
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Stark
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Tanner
Tate
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waldholtz
Wamp
Ward
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Whitfield
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOES—203

Abercrombie
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bunn
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Dellums
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier

Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Ganske
Geren
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hilliard
Hoekstra
Hoke
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kim
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh

McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Obey
Olver
Oxley
Packard
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roth
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schroeder
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas

Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh

Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Wicker

Williams
Wilson
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—8

Fattah
Kennedy (MA)
Moakley

Reynolds
Roukema
Sisisky

Solomon
Tucker

b 1659

Messrs. POMEROY, OLVER,
TEJEDA, HILLIARD, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, and Mrs. CLAYTON changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. HUTCHINSON, RICHARD-
SON, ROSE, GOODLING, BRYANT of
Tennessee, Mrs. KELLY, and Ms. RIV-
ERS changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

b 1700

Ms. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
National Highway System bill, which
reaffirms the Federal Government’s
commitment to building and maintain-
ing the finest highway transportation
system in the world.

Before I begin, I would like to say a
few words about my colleague and
mentor, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MINETA], who will soon retire from
his Chamber. It is altogether fitting
that the man who came to this body to
‘‘build bridges between people and over
rivers’’ that we are completing a high-
way bill in his final days in Congress
and that we are doing so in the spirit of
comity and bipartisanship, the govern-
ing principals of NORM MINETA. I will
sincerely miss his guidance and friend-
ship.

The National Highway System [NHS]
bill we consider today is very much the
product of Mr. MINETA’s extensive
work over the years at the Transpor-
tation Committee. This bill builds on
the 90,000-mile Interstate System by
adding an additional 70,000 miles of
roads to be included in the new high-
way system. The idea behind the new
NHS is to connect the interstate sys-
tem and other roads of national signifi-
cance with, airports, sea and river
ports, train depots, and commercial
and downtown areas.

The fifth district of Missouri, in the
geographic center of the Nation and
with a reputation as a transportation
hub for the country, will benefit great-
ly from passage of this bill. The meas-
ure includes the important designation
of Interstate 35, a superhighway for
trade connecting Canada, the United
States, and Mexico. In addition, the
NHS bill includes such roads as Jack-
son County Roadway, U.S. 50 and Mis-
souri 291.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will help posi-
tion the United States to enter the
next century with the finest transpor-
tation system in the world and provide
us with the ability to move goods and

people in a more safe, efficient, and
cost-effective manner. I encourage our
colleagues to support this very impor-
tant bipartisan effort.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
the gentleman from Pennsylvania in a
colloquy.

I would like to clarify that section
351 provides adequate safeguards to en-
sure no adverse impact on safety.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LONGLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I say
to my good friend, section 351 provides
no exemption shall go into effect for 6
months. It also provides the Secretary
may modify, revoke, or not have the
exemption go into effect if he finds the
exemption is not in the public interest
and would have a significant adverse
impact on safety.

Mr. LONGLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman. I am committed to insuring
the safety of commercial motor vehi-
cles.

Mr. SHUSTER. I share the gentle-
man’s concern.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FURSE

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. FURSE: At the

end of title III, insert the following:
SEC. 354. The Secretary shall conduct a

study to evaluate the effectiveness on reduc-
ing drunk driving of laws enacted in the
states which allow a health care provider
who treats an individual involved in a vehic-
ular accident to report the blood alcohol
level, if known, of such individual to the
local law enforcement agency which has ju-
risdiction over the accident site if the blood
alcohol concentration level exceeds the max-
imum level permitted under State law.

Ms. FURSE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Oregon?

There was no objection.
(Ms. FURSE asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extent her re-
marks.)

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, drunk
driving continues to be a serious health
problem in America. According to
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, over
950,000 people are killed or injured on
our highways each year as a result of
drunk driving. According to a study in
my district, more than 86 percent of
drunk drivers go through emergency
rooms but are never charged in their
offenses.

We can change these tragic figures. I
want to tell you a story of a dedicated
emergency room nurse from my dis-
trict. Her name is Carol Bononno, and
she was fed up with seeing the same
drunk drivers come into her trauma
unit time after time, and almost with-
out exception these drunk drivers were
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentlewoman yield?
Ms. FURSE. I yield to the gentleman

from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have

examined the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment. I think it is a good amendment,
and I support it. Our committee sup-
ports it.

Ms. FURSE. I thank the gentleman
very much for that. I want to commend
Ms. Carol Bononno for her work in
doing this wonderful act. I thank the
gentleman, and I thank the ranking
member, too, for his kindness for ac-
cepting this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, drunk driving continues to be
a serious health problem in America. Accord-
ing to a study conducted in my district, more
than 86 percent of drunk drivers who go
through emergency rooms are never charged
for their offenses. In 1992, 41 percent of driv-
ers killed in car crashes had alcohol in their
system. According to Mothers Against Drunk
Driving, over 950,000 people are killed or in-
jured on our highways each year as a result
of drunk drivers.

We can change this tragedy. I want to tell
you the story of a dedicated emergency room
nurse from my district, Carol Bononno, who
was fed up with seeing the same drunk drivers
come into her trauma unit time and time
again. Almost without exception, these drunk
drivers were not held accountable for their ac-
tions. Carol was frustrated that while there are
laws for reporting serious public health prob-
lems such as child and elder abuse, there are
none for drunk driving. Carol fought for 5
years to change Oregon’s law. This year, after
that long battle, she finally won. Carol proves
that one person can make a difference. Car-
ol’s work will save the lives of Oregonians.

Blood alcohol reporting is nothing new, and
has significant, widespread support. Currently,
29 States allow reporting in some fashion. My
amendment is supported by Mothers Against
Drunk Driving. In fact, a survey from the
March 1992 edition of the American College of
Emergency Room Physicians’ Annals of Emer-
gency Medicine said that 78 percent of emer-
gency room physicians agree with blood alco-
hol reporting. Local police from my district
helped draft this bill, and they say that these
blood alcohol levels are often the critical piece
of evidence necessary to help hold drunk driv-
ers accountable. We need to encourage all
States to examine this issue, and take this im-
portant step to give police the information they
need to stop emergency rooms from being
safe houses for drunk drivers.

Let me briefly state what my bill, H.R. 1982,
does not do: It does not change the constitu-
tional protections afforded all Americans re-
garding non consensual blood withdrawals. It
does not require mandatory reporting of blood
alcohol levels, although States are free to go
further if they wish. It does not turn providers
into police because these alcohol levels are
obtained in the regular course of providing
care. And it does not open health care provid-
ers to litigation because it has an immunity
clause. But it does seek to solve a huge prob-
lem—drunk driving.

My amendment builds on the excellent alco-
hol provisions of H.R. 2274, and is a first step
to promoting the goals of H.R. 1982. It calls
for a study to evaluate the effectiveness of re-
ducing drunk driving in States where blood al-

cohol reporting is permitted. This would be the
first study of its kind, and it is my guess that
it will be landmark study in the fight against
drunk driving.

Importantly, it will mean that we are on the
road to keeping 86 percent of drunk drivers
slipping through the cracks of our laws. This
amendment will mean that more emergency
room nurses like Carol Bonnono will be able
to help make our streets a safer place.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEILENSON

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment

The text of the amendment is a fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BEILENSON:
Page 59, after line 7, insert the following:

(c) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.—
Section 112 of title 23, United State Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(f) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.—
The Secretary shall, by regulation, permit a
State highway department, in accordance
with standards developed by the Secretary in
such regulations, to include a clause in a
contract for the construction of any Federal-
aid highway project requiring the contractor
to warrant the materials and work per-
formed in accordance with the contractor’s
obligations and responsibilities under the
terms of the contract. The warranty or guar-
antee clause shall be reasonably related to
the materials and work performed and in ac-
cordance with the contractor’s obligations
and responsibilities under the terms of the
contract and shall not be construed to re-
quire the contractor to perform mainte-
nance.’’.

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking
proceeding for developing standards under
section 112(f) of title 23, United States Code,
as added by subsection (c) of this section.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized for 10 minutes to speak on behalf
of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I

thank my colleagues for granting me
the additional 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset, may I
say that I am always somewhat
amused, perhaps bemused is a better
word, by the self-congratulatory ora-
tory surrounding the highway bills we
have here on the floor of the House of
Representatives, all the accolades that
we hear each year for our highway sys-
tem and how it is the best in the world.

May I respectfully suggest that we
stop burying our heads in the sand or
perhaps it would be better to say bury-
ing our heads in the asphalt.

We may have the biggest highway
system in the world. The truth of the
matter is it is not the best. Anyone

who has ever driven for any length of
time on European highways and roads
will be astonished at the difference in
the quality between their roads and
our roads. You can drive for hours in
the old cities in the continent of Eu-
rope or the highways in the country-
side and not experience the kinds of
problems you experience here every
day and everywhere in the United
States.

Why? Because in most European
countries they build their roads right
in the first place, and so they have
many fewer problems than we with
maintaining them, and they are not
forever repairing and repaving them as
we are continually having to do here in
the United States.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
am offering today proposes to do some-
thing about improving the quality of
our highways. It would allow, not man-
date, but merely allow State highway
departments to use guarantee and war-
ranty clauses on Federal aid highway
construction contracts. Many Members
are familiar with this very modest pro-
posal and the base majority have given
it overwhelming support twice during
the past 4 years. When the House
passed the ISTEA bill in October 1991,
an amendment very much like this one
passed by a vote of 400 to 26. It was re-
placed in the final bill by a GAO audit
study reviewing the States’ experiences
with using warranties on highway con-
tracts. This very same amendment,
same as today’s amendment, was
agreed to last year by the House as a
part of the national highway systems
bill that we passed last year.

At that time, the chairman of the
committee, my friend, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA], then
ranking member and now the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], and the
chairman and ranking member of the
subcommittee with jurisdiction, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL], and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. PETRI] all agreed to this iden-
tical language.

I think what was good enough for
last year’s bill designating the national
highway system would be good enough
for this legislation as well.

As most Members know, Mr. Chair-
man, Federal highway dollars have tra-
ditionally been reserved for construc-
tion rather than maintenance, and the
Federal Highway Administration has
generally prohibited States from re-
quiring any warranties from contrac-
tors when awarding federally funded
contracts. The rationale for this regu-
lation is warranty might result in Fed-
eral participation in maintenance costs
which, until recently, has been prohib-
ited. The effect of this policy is we
often reward the use of the cheapest,
lowest-quality materials on highway
construction and prevent States from
building quality performance standards
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Transportation officials have, since

1981, under Mr. Reagan’s administra-
tion and then again in 1985 under Mr.
Bush’s administration, sought to
change this outdated policy, which
Members should know has no statutory
mandate. Those officials have con-
tended the introduction of contractor
guarantees into the bidding process
might spur innovation, superior qual-
ity in the use of the kind of advanced
technology other countries are already
aggressively taking advantage of.
Building better-quality roads should be
a hallmark of our highway system, and
simply giving States permission to
hold contractors accountable for their
work must be part of our national plan.

In Europe, where highway contracts
are awarded on the basis of a combina-
tion of costs, quality and a contrac-
tor’s 3-to-5-year full replacement guar-
antee, roads traditionally cost some-
what more to construct. They last
twice as long as they do here in the
United States. Sounder sub-bases,
thicker pavements, advanced polymer
additives, and stronger asphalt produce
highways smoother and quieter and are
stubbornly resistant to ruts, cracks,
and potholes. European roads can han-
dle heavier loads than permitted on
U.S. highways.

Meanwhile, our own strict low-bid
system gives contractors no incentive
at all to consider long-term perform-
ance when preparing their bids. We lit-
erally reward the use of the cheapest,
lowest-quality materials, and the least
expensive labor. We actually penalize
any effort to improve road quality or
offer superior workmanship. This is an
inflexible, unwise, and shortsighted
policy that costs taxpayers billions of
dollars in unnecessary highway repair
bills and results in intolerable traffic
delays.

It should come as no surprise to us
that while Government expenditures
for roads have doubled over the past
decade, fully half of all roads in Amer-
ica are rated in fair to poor condition,
and as the Office of Technology Assess-
ment reported back in 1991, when con-
struction quality is poor and repairs
are needed constantly, the costs of pro-
viding alternative service or of traffic
diversion and delay can equal the origi-
nal capital cost, doubling the total ex-
pense of the highway project.

As we embark on a multibillion-dol-
lar investment in our Nation’s highway
system, we owe it to the taxpayers to
do everything we can to adopt reforms
that will save us money, help make the
road construction industry more com-
petitive, stimulate investment, make
our transportation infrastructure more
durable and efficient.

Mr. Chairman, I am not suggesting
that permitting States to demand a
guarantee of a minimum quality stand-
ard of quality on highway projects
would by itself cure our country’s in-
frastructure ills. But Americans should
be outraged that in an era of huge
budget deficits, when we are cutting
back drastically in so many other

areas of domestic spending, that we
have failed to fulfill our responsibility
to see that Federal highway money is
well spent.

I would like to bring my colleagues’
attention to several recent develop-
ments that deal with this specific
topic. Five years ago the Federal High-
way Administration initiated a special
experimental project to evaluate inno-
vative contracting practices such as
the use of warranty clauses. Eight
State highway departments have taken
advantage of this experiment to im-
prove quality and increase contractor
accountability. State officials have
found the use of warranty require-
ments valuable and have found that
warranted projects are higher quality
and helped in getting contractors to re-
pair projects expeditiously.

Second, in September 1994, the GAO
issued a report on the use warranties
and other ways to improve quality of
our Nation’s highways as required by
ISTEA. That report recommended the
Federal Highway Administration en-
courage States to experiment with and
to try warranties and to clarify the
regulatory ban on use of warranties if
it does not apply to non-Federal
projects.

Finally, last month, the Federal
Highway Administration issued an in-
terim final rule to permit greater use
of warranties on Federal aid highway
construction contracts. The main rea-
son for this change from the existing
policy is the original rationale for the
prohibition no longer exists. ISTEA set
up an interstate maintenance funding
category for the preventive mainte-
nance activities, which are now eligible
for Federal funds. In addition, through
its 5 years of experience with warranty
clauses under the experimental project,
the administration has determined
warranties may, indeed, enhance the
quality of Federal aid construction
projects.

I strongly believe this amendment is
important to encourage the use of
practices that will improve the quality
of our Nation’s highways along with
concepts such as value engineering,
performance-related specifications, and
life-cycle cost analysis. The use of war-
ranties will, I believe, help the States
more successfully build quality per-
formance standards into their con-
struction contracts.

This amendment fits very neatly into
the new congressional leadership’s
plans for returning power to the States
and decentralizing government. If you
believe States should have more flexi-
bility, as the majority of the Members
on the floor of the House have been
saying all year, then you should favor
this amendment.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my friend
over there, the chairman of the com-
mittee, having said all of this, Mr.
Chairman, I do feel very strongly, as
my friend from Pennsylvania and my
other friends on the committee know, I
feel very strong about this issue. I am,
in fact, greatly encouraged by the in-

terim final rule which was recently
promulgated by the Federal Highway
Administration that would, as the
FHWA says in its summary description
of the proposed rule, and I quote them
here, ‘‘would permit a greater use of
warranties on Federal aid highway con-
struction projects within prescribed
limits.’’

b 1715

I commend the FHWA for proposing
this change, and I and others encour-
age them to stick by their guns this
time. Similar, although not so far-
reaching rules changes have been pro-
posed in the past, only to fail at being
adopted because of opposition in most
cases because of some within the indus-
try whose interests perhaps would have
been threatened, or they thought their
interests would have been threatened
by these proposed changes.

But I am hopeful, and there is now
strong support even among some in the
industry itself for these proposed
changes. I think that therefore we
ought to give the FHWA the chance to
take this useful step on their own. Con-
sequently, Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], my chairman, and my friend
here from West Virginia, I ask unani-
mous consent at this time that I may
be permitted to withdraw my amend-
ment.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to make it very clear that it is the gen-
tleman’s leadership which has brought
about very substantial improvements.
We have in this legislation for the new
national highway system requirements
for life cycle costing and value engi-
neering, thanks to the leadership of the
gentleman.

As the gentleman has indicated, Fed-
eral highways is issuing a rulemaking
or revising the regulations. So we want
to continue working with the gen-
tleman, and I salute him for his efforts
and for his willingness to withdraw the
amendment so that we can try to work
things out.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his kind com-
ments.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the com-
ments of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. There is more
than one way to skin a cat, so to speak.
The gentleman has certainly been dedi-
cated to this issue and making sure
that the public gets more bang out of
their buck, so to speak, for money that
is spent on highway projects and ensur-
ing the quality of that type of con-
struction.

The Chairman has referred to how we
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NHS bill by the technique of value en-
gineering analysis for NHS projects.
Also in this bill there is a requirement
that States utilize life cycle costing for
certain NHS projects. Under this par-
ticular technique, all costs are ex-
pected to occur over a highway’s usable
life analyzed rather than just their ini-
tial cost.

So we will continue to work with the
gentleman from California whose dedi-
cation and diligence I commend very
highly.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would like to
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia and the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia for their kind and helpful re-
marks and for the good work that they
have done in this bill, although person-
ally I do not think it goes far enough.
In fact, the good things in the bill
which are quite true are there, but
they do not hold people responsible and
accountable the way these guarantees
would if we finally could get to them.

Finally, I want to say something to
my friends on the committee. if the
FHWA fails or is unable to proceed
with this very sensible and, I think,
overdue reform within the few months,
we shall be back with this next year
when the ISTEA bill is before us. We
will at that time push forward with
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage

in a colloquy with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the
gentleman will agree with me that no
transportation safety issue is more im-
portant than the safe passage of our
children.

Mr. SHUSTER. If the gentlewoman
will yield, I certainly do agree.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman,
countless children are at risk of serious
injuries or death because their parents
are unaware that some seatbelt sys-
tems are incompatible with child safe-
ty seats. Last year more than 700 chil-
dren under age 4 died in car accidents
and 80,000 more were injured.Denver re-
cently set up a safety seat checkpoint.
Of the 150 parents who brought in their
cars, 148 out of 150 had improperly in-
stalled their child safety seat.

I think that tells us that perhaps we
need to develop some short-term edu-
cational needs that can begin saving
lives immediately by increasing proper
child restraint use.

Mr. SHUSTER. If the gentlewoman
will continue to yield, the gentle-
woman, I think, will be pleased to note
that section 402 of the safety grant pro-
gram addresses this issue. Section 402
addresses the guidelines to encourage
the proper use of child restraint sys-
tems.

Mrs. MORELLA. I appreciate that.
However, Mr. Chairman, I feel that
more specific measures should be en-
couraged. I would like to share some
recommendations from the blue ribbon
panel on child passenger safety estab-
lished by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration.

The panel recommends that child
passenger safety education programs
should be set up in every State. This
includes telephone lines for consumers
with questions, training for child pas-
senger safety specialists, and one des-
ignated staff person in each State high-
way office that is fully trained in child
passenger safety.

The panel also recommends that
NHTSA should establish an electronic
bulletin board system on child pas-
senger safety to enable information on
compatibility problems be shared
among State highway safety offices.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
agree with the gentlewoman that this
is indeed a necessary and worthwhile
project. We will very seriously consider
these recommendations made by the
blue ribbon panel on child safety re-
straints.

Mrs. MORELLA. I thank the gen-
tleman very much, Mr. Chairman, and
I urge my colleagues to support the Na-
tional Highway System Designation
Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment, No. 22.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia: Page 97, after line 12, add the follow-
ing:
SEC. 354. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF SAFETY

BONUSES.
Amounts in the Highway Trust Fund es-

tablished by section 9503 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1996, and non-Federal funds re-
quired by law as a condition for the receipt
of such amounts, may not be expended for
the payment of a safety bonus to a contrac-
tor.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I introduce this amendment and
present it to the body to raise an issue
that I think is of serious concern that
has been raised recently in the press in
Los Angeles, basically in the Los Ange-
les Times. That is the payment of safe-
ty bonuses to the contractors on the
Los Angeles Metro project where we
see a situation where already some
nearly $3 million has been paid in safe-
ty bonuses to contractors on that
project. Those contractors are in fact
eligible for millions of dollars and
more in safety bonuses.

Now, we all agree about trying to
achieve a goal of the safe workplace,
and it has been a very high priority of
mine throughout my congressional ca-
reer, and I am a strong believer in that.
But what upsets me in this situation is
that we see safety bonuses being paid

and they are paid to contractors whose
safety record is not very good at all. In
fact, as we know, this subway system
has been plagued with a series of prob-
lems that not only have been embar-
rassing but also, tragically, have been
dangerous to the workers in that area
and, in some cases, even to the sur-
rounding property owners.

I notice in the story that they say,
despite the higher than average injury
rates on some of the contracts, the
agency, in this case the Metropolitan
Transit Authority, says that they be-
lieve that the project’s overall record
is no worse, no worse, than any other
major project nationwide.

Then why did we pay the bonuses for
them if we only got a project that was
no worse? The fact is, what we find out
in this story is that the people that
have received, or the companies and
the consortiums that have received,
these bonuses, in the case of Tudor
Selby, I believe it is, and Perini, re-
ceived $1.3 million in bonuses. But
their comparison of them to the U.S.
injury rate, they are 138 percent high-
er.

Then it goes on to Mass Electric, 113
percent higher, and they have $300,000
in safety bonuses.

My concern is that I do not think
that these safety bonuses are all that
much related to safety. My concern is
sometimes maybe these are used to
kind of lubricate the process to keep
the job going and cover up for some of
the mistakes, or what have you, that
are going on, higher than the ordinary
course of business decisions that have
been made.

I just do not think that when transit
dollars are as hard to come by as they
are today in this Congress, and we
know the demand that this committee
has placed on it every year from people
who want additional transit dollars, I
introduced this amendment because I
would like to believe that the commit-
tee would take a look at this.

I do not know the right solution. I in-
troduced the amendment as a cutoff of
funds, or not a cutoff, but saying you
could in the use of Federal dollars, and
I am informed that perhaps maybe Fed-
eral dollars are not being used, but we
know once you combine the pool,
money is fungible. And I am just con-
cerned, one, very much so, that we are
not buying an incremental value of
safety important to the workers on
this project; but, secondly, if the local
transportation agency, whether it is
the Bay Area Rapid Transit district in
my area or the Los Angeles district, if
they want to engage in this, maybe
they ought to do that with their tax-
payer or ratepayer dollars. And that
should be a local decision.

If they want to think that, they want
to spend this kind of money in L.A.,
that does not appear as a block, to
greater safety, then maybe the rate-
payers and the local taxpayers ought
to be in on that decision. But they
should not just be using a pool of
money that is supposed to be buyingVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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miles of tunnel or miles of track or
cars for these systems, and dishing it
out in this fashion.

So I do not expect to press this
today, but I would just hope that the
committee would give some attention
to this matter, because I think it goes
to the credibility of our authorizing
process and it clearly goes to the scar-
city of transit dollars.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
time has expired.

(On request of Mr. SHUSTER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of
California was allowed to proceed for 3
additional minutes.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
would say to the gentleman that, while
we oppose this amendment today, we
commend him for focusing on this.
There have been some real violations
of this; there have been some serious
problems. I want to assure the gen-
tleman that we are instructing our in-
vestigative staff to get into this and to
work with his staff on this, because we
think that these problems should be
dealt with.

Now, the problem with the amend-
ment, of course, is it prohibits all of
us—and I understand there are some
very, very great success stories. BART,
I understand, is a success story.
WMATA here in Washington is a suc-
cess story where they have actually re-
duced costs and improved safety. I sa-
lute the gentleman for calling this to
our attention, and I assure him that we
will focus on it with our investigators
and his staff.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for those
assurances. I want to say to the gen-
tleman how much I appreciate that, be-
cause I know the work load and the de-
mands and the requests that this com-
mittee gets from all of the Members of
this Congress. I appreciate his response
to this amendment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from California for
yielding. I certainly salute him for his
ever-constant vigilance of good, sound,
public policy. We have just been made
aware of this in the last couple of days.
To my knowledge, we have not been
aware of the problem with these safety
bonuses before. As I understand, it has
come to the public attention through a
Los Angeles Times article this past
Sunday.

I understand the gentleman’s concern
about Los Angeles, and there may or
may not be a problem there. As I say,
it has just come to our attention. We
have not completely gathered all of
that information there, and I commend
the chairman for what he has said. I
know that just recently I have been
made aware that there is a safety
bonus program in place in the bay area.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, that is cor-
rect.

Mr. RAHALL. So, are there any prob-
lems there that we do not know about?

Mr. MILLER of California. Not that I
know of. I thank the gentleman, and I
would just say that I appreciate his
comments. I would say that if we are
buying incremental safety, if we are
buying a value here, we are helping the
workers, then maybe this program
works. But if we are not doing that,
then I think we are perpetrating a
fraud on the workers and probably on
the taxpayers.

I think that maybe people may be
more diligent about it if it came out of
their local—out of the fare box, so to
speak, or out of their local tax rate,
than if they just thought maybe the
Federal Government was contributing
half to the safety bonus programs. I do
not know. That is for the committee,
and that is why I am not pressing the
amendment, because I do not know
that this is a solution. And I do not
want to paint every other transit dis-
trict with the same problems that have
been highlighted in this article.

But if the committee would give
some attention to this, and the Chair-
man has been nice enough to ensure
that, I appreciate it, and I thank the
gentleman for his comments.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

b 1730
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WARD

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WARD: Strike

section 349 of the bill and conform the table
of contents accordingly.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would strike the language
in this bill which takes the motor-
cycle-helmet requirement that has
been imposed by the Federal Govern-
ment out of statutory law or out of our
statutes. That is to say we have in our
current statutes the requirement that
States pass a law requiring the wearing
of motorcycle helmets within their
State or face a loss of Federal dollars.

Mr. Chairman, I firmly and deeply
believe that motorcycle helmets save
lives, that motorcycle helmets reduce
the overall medical expense which is
borne by the people of this country in
one way or another through increased
insurance premiums, through increased
health expenditures, or increased local
hospital expenditures. In one way or
another we pay for the people who
choose to ride a motorcycle without a
motorcycle helmet.

Mr. Chairman, I move passage of the
amendment.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
WARD].

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment which would strike from H.R.
2274 the repeal of the helmet penalties.

This year, 25 States lost to safety
programs over $51 million in highway
funds because they did not have univer-
sal helmet laws. If we adopt this
amendment and do not repeal the pen-
alties, this year and in the future that
amount will double—that means that
$100 million in highway construction
and maintenance projects will not be
able to go forward in these 25 States. I
am sure that many of these foregone
projects would go a long way toward
improving safety.

Many penalized States are particu-
larly frustrated with this loss of funds
since many have fatality rates which
are actually lower than many States
which do have such laws. These
States—through motorcycle rider edu-
cation programs or other types of safe-
ty programs—have good motorcycle
safety records.

Yet because they have chosen not to
adopt the one method prescribed in
Washington, these States are losing
highway funds. And States with fatal-
ity rates far worse are not losing high-
way funds. This does not make sense.

I also oppose this amendment be-
cause I do not believe the Federal Gov-
ernment should be trying to impose its
will on the States regarding this issue.
Even without these penalties, a State
can adopt a universal helmet law if it
so chooses, and half of the States have
done so. They don’t need us telling
them what to do.

As the Subcommittee on Surface
Transportation has heard repeatedly
over the past several years, States do
view this as a Federal mandate.

And yet I must question the effec-
tiveness of this mandate. Since ISTEA
was enacted in 1991, only one State has
passed the required law. This is not a
good track record. Finally, I do not be-
lieve it is right or fair to try to blame
the current problems of Medicaid or
other health care problems on motor-
cycle riders. There are many activities
people knowingly do which expose
them to some health risk—using drugs,
exposure to the sun, dangerous sports,
overeating—and yet those people have
not been subjected to the kind of rhet-
oric we hear on this issue.

We should repeal these penalties
which take away much needed highway
construction funds from fully half of
all the States, which do not take into
account other safety initiatives of the
States, and have not proven to be effec-
tive. I urge the House to defeat this
amendment.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of the gentleman’s amendment.

The helmet issue is another that is often de-
scribed as a States’ rights issue. Yet again, I
must correct the record. When one State re-
peals its requirement for motorcycle riders to
wear helmets, we all pay.

This is true for speed limits, and it is true for
helmets.

Up to 80 percent of acute and long-term
care is paid for with tax dollars. And helmetsVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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are 67 percent effective in preventing brain in-
jury, exactly the type of injury that needs ex-
pensive, long-term care.

Most riders who incur these injuries are
young people. That means the long-term care
for such riders who incur severe injuries can
last for 20, 30, or even 40 years. And, in most
cases, public sources, such as Medicaid, will
be paying the bills.

This body is currently considering reforming
the Medicaid Program. If we care about con-
trolling costs, we must care about preventing
the lessening the severity of injuries in motor-
cycle crashes.

The best way to do that is to encourage
States to require all riders to wear helmets.
Current law does not force States to pass hel-
met laws. If they choose not to, a small por-
tion of certain highway funds is directed to
safety programs.

This is a reasonable approach that over
time saves taxpayers millions of dollars.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. WARD].

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments?
If not, the question is on the amend-

ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HANSEN, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2274) to amend title 23, United
States Code, to designate the National
Highway System, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
224, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute adopted by the
Committee of the Whole? If not, the
question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 7,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 679]

YEAS—419

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro

DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran

Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer

Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent

Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velázquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—7

Beilenson
Dellums
Gibbons

Jacobs
Johnston
Orton

Waters

NOT VOTING—8

Kennedy (MA)
Moakley
Reynolds

Roukema
Sisisky
Taylor (NC)

Tucker
Volkmer

b 1753

Mr. GIBBONS changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. BACHUS, FATTAH, and
FOGLIETTA changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on H.R.
2274, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

f

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM
DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 440)VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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to amend title 23, United States Code,
to provide for the designation of the
National Highway System, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows:
S. 440

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘National Highway System Designation
Act of 1995’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—HIGHWAY PROVISIONS
Sec. 101. National Highway System designa-

tion.
Sec. 102. Eligible projects for the National

Highway System.
Sec. 103. Transferability of apportionments.
Sec. 104. Design criteria for the National

Highway System.
Sec. 105. Applicability of transportation

conformity requirements.
Sec. 106. Use of recycled paving material.
Sec. 107. Limitation on advance construc-

tion.
Sec. 108. Preventive maintenance.
Sec. 109. Eligibility of bond and other debt

instrument financing for reim-
bursement as construction ex-
penses.

Sec. 110. Federal share for highways,
bridges, and tunnels.

Sec. 111. Applicability of certain require-
ments to third party sellers.

Sec. 112. Streamlining for transportation en-
hancement projects.

Sec. 113. Non-Federal share for certain toll
bridge projects.

Sec. 114. Congestion mitigation and air qual-
ity improvement program.

Sec. 115. Limitation of national maximum
speed limit to certain commer-
cial motor vehicles.

Sec. 116. Federal share for bicycle transpor-
tation facilities and pedestrian
walkways.

Sec. 117. Suspension of management sys-
tems.

Sec. 118. Intelligent transportation systems.
Sec. 119. Donations of funds, materials, or

services for federally assisted
activities.

Sec. 120. Metric conversion of traffic control
signs.

Sec. 121. Identification of high priority cor-
ridors.

Sec. 122. Revision of authority for innova-
tive project in Florida.

Sec. 123. Revision of authority for priority
intermodal project in Califor-
nia.

Sec. 124. National recreational trails fund-
ing program.

Sec. 125. Intermodal facility in New York.
Sec. 126. Clarification of eligibility.
Sec. 127. Bristol, Rhode Island, street mark-

ing.
Sec. 128. Public use of rest areas.
Sec. 129. Collection of tolls to finance cer-

tain environmental projects in
Florida.

Sec. 130. Hours of service of drivers of
ground water well drilling rigs.

Sec. 131. Rural access projects.
Sec. 132. Inclusion of high priority corridors.
Sec. 133. Sense of the Senate regarding the

Federal-State funding relation-
ship for transportation.

Sec. 134. Quality through competition.
Sec. 135. Federal share for economic growth

center development highways.
Sec. 136. Vehicle weight and longer com-

bination vehicles exemption for
Sioux City, Iowa.

Sec. 137. Revision of authority for conges-
tion relief project in California.

Sec. 138. Applicability of certain vehicle
weight limitations in Wiscon-
sin.

Sec. 139. Prohibition on new highway dem-
onstration projects.

Sec. 140. Treatment of Centennial Bridge,
Rock Island, Illinois, agree-
ment.

Sec. 141. Moratorium on certain emissions
testing requirements.

Sec. 142. Elimination of penalties for non-
compliance with motorcycle
helmet use requirement.

Sec. 143. Clarification of Eligibility.
Sec. 144. Toll roads, bridges, tunnels, non-

toll roads that have a dedicated
revenue source, and ferries.

Sec. 145. Transfer of funds between certain
demonstration projects in Lou-
isiana.

Sec. 146. Northwest Arkansas regional air-
port connector.

Sec. 147. Intercity rail infrastructure invest-
ment.

Sec. 148. Operation of motor vehicles by in-
toxicated minors.

Sec. 149. Contingent commitments.
Sec. 150. Availability of certain funds for

Boston-to-Portland rail cor-
ridor.

Sec. 151. Revision of authority of multiyear
contracts.

Sec. 152. Feasibility study of evacuation
routes for Louisiana coastal
areas.

Sec. 153. 34th Street corridor project in
Moorhead, Minnesota.

Sec. 154. Safety belt use law requirements
for New Hampshire and Maine.

Sec. 155. Report on accelerated vehicle re-
tirement programs.

Sec. 156. Intercity rail infrastructure invest-
ment from Mass Transit Ac-
count of Highway Trust Fund.

Sec. 157. Moratorium.
TITLE II—NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION

INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION AU-
THORITY

Sec. 201. Short title.
Sec. 202. Findings.
Sec. 203. Purposes.
Sec. 204. Definitions.
Sec. 205. Establishment of Authority.
Sec. 206. Government of Authority.
Sec. 207. Ownership of Bridge.
Sec. 208. Capital improvements and con-

struction.
Sec. 209. Additional powers and responsibil-

ities of Authority.
Sec. 210. Funding.
Sec. 211. Availability of prior authoriza-

tions.
TITLE III—FEDERAL HIGHWAY AND

RAILROAD GRADE CROSSING SAFETY
Sec. 301. Short title.
Sec. 302. Intelligent vehicle-highway sys-

tems.
Sec. 303. State highway safety management

systems.
Sec. 304. Violation of grade-crossing laws

and regulations.
Sec. 305. Safety enforcement.
Sec. 306. Crossing elimination; statewide

crossing freeze.

TITLE I—HIGHWAY PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 103 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after subsection (b) the following:

‘‘(c) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) DESIGNATION.—The most recent Na-
tional Highway System (as of the date of en-
actment of this Act) as submitted by the
Secretary of Transportation pursuant to this
section is designated as the National High-
way System.

‘‘(2) MODIFICATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—At the request of a

State, the Secretary may—
‘‘(i) add a new route segment to the Na-

tional Highway System, including a new
intermodal connection; or

‘‘(ii) delete a route segment in existence on
the date of the request and any connection
to the route segment;

if the total mileage of the National Highway
System (including any route segment or con-
nection proposed to be added under this sub-
paragraph) does not exceed 165,000 miles
(265,542 kilometers).

‘‘(B) PROCEDURES FOR CHANGES REQUESTED
BY STATES.—Each State that makes a re-
quest for a change in the National Highway
System pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall
establish that each change in a route seg-
ment or connection referred to in the sub-
paragraph has been identified by the State,
in cooperation with local officials, pursuant
to applicable transportation planning activi-
ties for metropolitan areas carried out under
section 134 and statewide planning processes
carried out under section 135.

‘‘(3) APPROVAL BY THE SECRETARY.—The
Secretary may approve a request made by a
State for a change in the National Highway
System pursuant to paragraph (2) if the Sec-
retary determines that the change—

‘‘(A) meets the criteria established for the
National Highway System under this title;
and

‘‘(B) enhances the national transportation
characteristics of the National Highway Sys-
tem.’’.

(b) ROUTE SEGMENTS IN WYOMING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-

portation shall cooperate with the State of
Wyoming in monitoring the changes in
growth along, and traffic patterns of, the
route segments in Wyoming described in
paragraph (2), for the purpose of future con-
sideration of the addition of the route seg-
ments to the National Highway System in
accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3) of sec-
tion 103(c) of title 23, United States Code (as
added by subsection (a)).

(2) ROUTE SEGMENTS.—The route segments
referred to in paragraph (1) are—

(A) United States Route 191 from Rock
Springs to Hoback Junction;

(B) United States Route 16 from Worland
to Interstate Route 90; and

(C) Wyoming Route 59 from Douglas to Gil-
lette.
SEC. 102. ELIGIBLE PROJECTS FOR THE NA-

TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 103(i) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(8) Capital and operating costs for traffic
monitoring, management, and control facili-
ties and programs.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(14) Construction, reconstruction, resur-

facing, restoration, and rehabilitation of,
and operational improvements for, public
highways connecting the National Highway
System to—VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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‘‘(A) ports, airports, and rail, truck, and

other intermodal freight transportation fa-
cilities; and

‘‘(B) public transportation facilities.
‘‘(15) Construction of, and operational im-

provements for, the Alameda Transportation
Corridor along Alameda Street from the en-
trance to the ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach to Interstate 10, Los Angeles, Califor-
nia. The Federal share of the cost of the con-
struction and improvements shall be deter-
mined in accordance with section 120(b).’’.

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 101(a) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by striking
the undesignated paragraph defining ‘‘start-
up costs for traffic management and con-
trol’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘The term ‘operating costs for traffic mon-
itoring, management, and control’ includes
labor costs, administrative costs, costs of
utilities and rent, and other costs associated
with the continuous operation of traffic con-
trol activities, such as integrated traffic con-
trol systems, incident management pro-
grams, and traffic control centers.’’.
SEC. 103. TRANSFERABILITY OF APPORTION-

MENTS.
The third sentence of section 104(g) of title

23, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘40 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘60 percent’’.
SEC. 104. DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THE NATIONAL

HIGHWAY SYSTEM.
Section 109 of title 23, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting

the following:
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en-

sure that the plans and specifications for
each proposed highway project under this
chapter provide for a facility that will—

‘‘(1) adequately serve the existing and
planned future traffic of the highway in a
manner that is conducive to safety, durabil-
ity, and economy of maintenance; and

‘‘(2) be designed and constructed in accord-
ance with criteria best suited to accomplish
the objectives described in paragraph (1) and
to conform to the particular needs of each
locality.’’;

(2) by striking subsection (c) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(c) DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THE NATIONAL
HIGHWAY SYSTEM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A design for new con-
struction, reconstruction, resurfacing (ex-
cept for maintenance resurfacing), restora-
tion, or rehabilitation of a highway on the
National Highway System (other than a
highway also on the Interstate System) shall
take into account, in addition to the criteria
described in subsection (a)—

‘‘(A) the constructed and natural environ-
ment of the area;

‘‘(B) the environmental, scenic, aesthetic,
historic, community, and preservation im-
pacts of the activity; and

‘‘(C) as appropriate, access for other modes
of transportation.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA.—The Sec-
retary, in cooperation with State highway
agencies, shall develop criteria to implement
paragraph (1). In developing the criteria, the
Secretary shall consider the results of the
committee process of the American Associa-
tion of State Highway and Transportation
Officials as adopted and published in ‘A Pol-
icy on Geometric Design of Highways and
Streets’, after adequate opportunity for
input by interested parties.’’; and

(3) by striking subsection (q) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(q) ENVIRONMENTAL, SCENIC, AND HISTORIC
VALUES.—Notwithstanding subsections (b)
and (c), the Secretary may approve a project
for the National Highway System if the
project is designed to—

‘‘(1) allow for the preservation of environ-
mental, scenic, or historic values;

‘‘(2) ensure safe use of the facility; and
‘‘(3) comply with subsection (a).’’.

SEC. 105. APPLICABILITY OF TRANSPORTATION
CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS.

(a) HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION.—Section 109(j)
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘plan for the implementation of any
ambient air quality standard for any air
quality control region designated pursuant
to the Clean Air Act, as amended.’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘plan for—

‘‘(1) the implementation of a national am-
bient air quality standard for which an area
is designated as a nonattainment area under
section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7407(d)); or

‘‘(2) the maintenance of a national ambient
air quality standard in an area that was des-
ignated as a nonattainment area but that
was later redesignated by the Administrator
as an attainment area for the standard and
that is required to develop a maintenance
plan under section 175A of the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7505a).’’.

(b) CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIREMENTS.—Section
176(c) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(c))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(5) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall
apply only with respect to—

‘‘(A) a nonattainment area and each spe-
cific pollutant for which the area is des-
ignated as a nonattainment area; and

‘‘(B) an area that was designated as a non-
attainment area but that was later redesig-
nated by the Administrator as an attain-
ment area and that is required to develop a
maintenance plan under section 175A with
respect to the specific pollutant for which
the area was designated nonattainment.’’.
SEC. 106. USE OF RECYCLED PAVING MATERIAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1038 of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 23 U.S.C. 109
note) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (d) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(d) ASPHALT PAVEMENT CONTAINING RECY-
CLED RUBBER.—

‘‘(1) CRUMB RUBBER MODIFIER RESEARCH.—
Not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of the National Highway System
Designation Act of 1995, the Administrator of
the Federal Highway Administration shall
develop testing procedures and conduct re-
search to develop performance grade classi-
fications, in accordance with the strategic
highway research program carried out under
section 307(d) of title 23, United States Code,
for crumb rubber modifier binders. The test-
ing procedures and performance grade classi-
fications should be developed in consultation
with representatives of the crumb rubber
modifier industry and other interested par-
ties (including the asphalt paving industry)
with experience in the development of the
procedures and classifications.

‘‘(2) CRUMB RUBBER MODIFIER PROGRAM DE-
VELOPMENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of
the Federal Highway Administration shall
make grants to States to develop programs
to use crumb rubber from scrap tires to mod-
ify asphalt pavements. Each State may re-
ceive not more than $500,000 under this para-
graph.

‘‘(B) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—Grant funds
made available to States under this para-
graph may be used—

‘‘(i) to develop mix designs for crumb rub-
ber modified asphalt pavements;

‘‘(ii) for the placement and evaluation of
crumb rubber modified asphalt pavement
field tests; and

‘‘(iii) for the expansion of State crumb rub-
ber modifier programs in existence on the
date the grant is made available.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e), by striking paragraph
(1) and inserting the following:

‘‘(1) the term ‘asphalt pavement containing
recycled rubber’ means any mixture of as-
phalt and crumb rubber derived from whole
scrap tires, such that the physical properties
of the asphalt are modified through the mix-
ture, for use in pavement maintenance, reha-
bilitation, or construction applications;
and’’.

(b) FUNDING.—Section 307(e)(13) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after the second sentence the following: ‘‘Of
the amounts authorized to be expended
under this paragraph, $500,000 shall be ex-
pended in fiscal year 1996 to carry out sec-
tion 1038(d)(1) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public
Law 102–240; 23 U.S.C. 109 note) and $10,000,000
shall be expended in each of fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out section 1038(d)(2) of the
Act.’’.
SEC. 107. LIMITATION ON ADVANCE CONSTRUC-

TION.
Section 115(d) of title 23, United States

Code, is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(d) REQUIREMENT OF INCLUSION IN TRANS-

PORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.—The
Secretary may not approve an application
under this section unless the project is in-
cluded in the transportation improvement
program of the State developed under sec-
tion 135(f).’’.
SEC. 108. PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE.

Section 116 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(d) PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE.—A preven-
tive maintenance activity shall be eligible
for Federal assistance under this title if the
State demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that the activity is a cost-effec-
tive means of extending the life of a Federal-
aid highway.’’.
SEC. 109. ELIGIBILITY OF BOND AND OTHER

DEBT INSTRUMENT FINANCING FOR
REIMBURSEMENT AS CONSTRUC-
TION EXPENSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 122 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 122. PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR BOND AND

OTHER DEBT INSTRUMENT FINANC-
ING.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE DEBT FINANC-
ING INSTRUMENT.—In this section, the term
‘eligible debt financing instrument’ means a
bond or other debt financing instrument, in-
cluding a note, certificate, mortgage, or
lease agreement, issued by a State or politi-
cal subdivision of a State, the proceeds of
which are used for an eligible Federal-aid
project under this title.

‘‘(b) FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT.—Subject to
subsections (c) and (d), the Secretary may
reimburse a State for expenses and costs in-
curred by the State or a political subdivision
of the State, for—

‘‘(1) interest payments under an eligible
debt financing instrument;

‘‘(2) the retirement of principal of an eligi-
ble debt financing instrument;

‘‘(3) the cost of the issuance of an eligible
debt financing instrument;

‘‘(4) the cost of insurance for an eligible
debt financing instrument; and

‘‘(5) any other cost incidental to the sale of
an eligible debt financing instrument (as de-
termined by the Secretary).

‘‘(c) CONDITIONS ON PAYMENT.—The Sec-
retary may reimburse a State under sub-
section (b) with respect to a project funded
by an eligible debt financing instrument
after the State has complied with this title
to the extent and in the manner that would
be required if payment were to be made
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‘‘(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of

the cost of a project payable under this sec-
tion shall not exceed the pro-rata basis of
payment authorized in section 120.

‘‘(e) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Notwith-
standing any other law, the eligibility of an
eligible debt financing instrument for reim-
bursement under subsection (a) shall not—

‘‘(1) constitute a commitment, guarantee,
or obligation on the part of the United
States to provide for payment of principal or
interest on the eligible debt financing in-
strument; or

‘‘(2) create any right of a third party
against the United States for payment under
the eligible debt financing instrument.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF CONSTRUCTION.—The first
sentence of the undesignated paragraph de-
fining ‘‘construction’’ of section 101(a) of
title 23, United States Code, is amended by
inserting ‘‘bond costs and other costs relat-
ing to the issuance of bonds or other debt in-
strument financing in accordance with sec-
tion 122,’’ after ‘‘highway, including’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis
for chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by striking the item relating to
section 122 and inserting the following:

‘‘122. Payments to States for bond and other
debt instrument financing.’’.

SEC. 110. FEDERAL SHARE FOR HIGHWAYS,
BRIDGES, AND TUNNELS.

Section 129(a) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking paragraph (5)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(5) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL SHARE.—The
Federal share payable for an activity de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall be a percentage
determined by the State, but not to exceed
80 percent.’’.

SEC. 111. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN REQUIRE-
MENTS TO THIRD PARTY SELLERS.

Section 133(d) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(5) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN REQUIRE-
MENTS TO THIRD PARTY SELLERS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraphs (B) and (C), in the case of a
transportation enhancement activity funded
from the allocation required under para-
graph (2), if real property or an interest in
real property is to be acquired from a quali-
fied organization exclusively for conserva-
tion purposes (as determined under section
170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986),
the organization shall be considered to be
the owner of the property for the purpose of
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 4601 et seq.).

‘‘(B) FEDERAL APPROVAL PRIOR TO INVOLVE-
MENT OF QUALIFIED ORGANIZATION.—If Federal
approval of the acquisition of the real prop-
erty or interest predates the involvement of
a qualified organization described in sub-
paragraph (A) in the acquisition of the prop-
erty, the organization shall be considered to
be an acquiring agency or person as de-
scribed in section 24.101(a)(2) of title 49, Code
of Federal Regulations, for the purpose of
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42
U.S.C. 4601 et seq.).

‘‘(C) ACQUISITIONS ON BEHALF OF RECIPIENTS
OF FEDERAL FUNDS.—If a qualified organiza-
tion described in subparagraph (A) has con-
tracted with a State highway administration
or other recipient of Federal funds to acquire
the real property or interest on behalf of the
recipient, the organization shall be consid-
ered to be an agent of the recipient for the
purpose of the Uniform Relocation Assist-
ance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.).’’.

SEC. 112. STREAMLINING FOR TRANSPORTATION
ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS.

Section 133(e) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(3) PAYMENTS.—The’’ and

inserting the following:
‘‘(3) PAYMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), the’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) ADVANCE PAYMENT OPTION FOR TRANS-

PORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may ad-

vance funds to the State for transportation
enhancement activities funded from the allo-
cation required by subsection (d)(2) for a fis-
cal year if the Secretary certifies for the fis-
cal year that the State has authorized and
uses a process for the selection of transpor-
tation enhancement projects that involves
representatives of affected public entities,
and private citizens, with expertise related
to transportation enhancement activities.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS.—Amounts
advanced under this subparagraph shall be
limited to such amounts as are necessary to
make prompt payments for project costs.

‘‘(iii) EFFECT ON OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—
This subparagraph shall not exempt a State
from other requirements of this title relat-
ing to the surface transportation program.’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVI-

TIES.—
‘‘(A) CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS.—To the ex-

tent appropriate, the Secretary shall develop
categorical exclusions from the requirement
that an environmental assessment or an en-
vironmental impact statement under section
102 of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332) be prepared for
transportation enhancement activities fund-
ed from the allocation required by sub-
section (d)(2).

‘‘(B) NATIONWIDE PROGRAMMATIC AGREE-
MENT.—The Administrator of the Federal
Highway Administration, in consultation
with the National Conference of State His-
toric Preservation Officers and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation established
under title II of the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470i et seq.), shall de-
velop a nationwide programmatic agreement
governing the review of transportation en-
hancement activities funded from the alloca-
tion required by subsection (d)(2), in accord-
ance with—

‘‘(i) section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f); and

‘‘(ii) the regulations of the Advisory Coun-
cil on Historic Preservation.’’.
SEC. 113. NON-FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN

TOLL BRIDGE PROJECTS.
Section 144(l) of title 23, United States

Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘Any non-Federal funds expended
for the seismic retrofit of the bridge may be
credited toward the non-Federal share re-
quired as a condition of receipt of any Fed-
eral funds for seismic retrofit of the bridge
made available after the date of the expendi-
ture.’’.
SEC. 114. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.
(a) AREAS ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-

tion 149(b) of title 23, United States Code, is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘for areas in the State
that were designated as nonattainment areas
under section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7407(d))’’ after ‘‘may obligate funds’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (1)(A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘contribute to the’’ and in-

serting the following: ‘‘contribute to—

‘‘(i) the’’; and
(ii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) the maintenance of a national ambi-

ent air quality standard in an area that was
designated as a nonattainment area but that
was later redesignated by the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency as
an attainment area under section 107(d) of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)); or’’.

(2) APPORTIONMENT.—Section 104(b)(2) of
title 23, United States Code, is amended—

(A) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘is
a nonattainment area (as defined in the
Clean Air Act) for ozone’’ and inserting ‘‘was
a nonattainment area (as defined in section
171(2) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(2)))
for ozone during any part of fiscal year 1994’’;
and

(B) in the third sentence—
(i) by striking ‘‘is also’’ and inserting ‘‘was

also’’; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘during any part of fiscal

year 1994’’ after ‘‘monoxide’’.
(3) ORANGE STREET BRIDGE, MISSOULA, MON-

TANA.—Notwithstanding section 149 of title
23, United States Code, or any other law, a
project to construct new capacity for the Or-
ange Street Bridge in Missoula, Montana,
shall be eligible for funding under the con-
gestion mitigation and air quality improve-
ment program established under the section.

(b) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN FUNDING LIMITA-
TIONS.—Section 149(b)(1)(A) of title 23, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘(other
than clauses (xii) and (xvi) of such section),
that the project or program’’ and inserting
‘‘, that the publicly sponsored project or pro-
gram’’.

(c) EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON APPORTION-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any other law, for
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, any limita-
tion under this section or an amendment
made by this section on an apportionment
otherwise authorized under section 1003(a)(4)
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef-
ficiency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 1919) shall not affect any hold harmless
apportionment adjustment under section
1015(a) of the Act (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 1943).

(d) TRAFFIC MONITORING, MANAGEMENT, AND
CONTROL FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS.—The
first sentence of section 149(b) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) to establish or operate a traffic mon-

itoring, management, and control facility or
program if the Secretary, after consultation
with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, determines that
the facility or program is likely to contrib-
ute to the attainment of a national ambient
air quality standard.’’.
SEC. 115. LIMITATION OF NATIONAL MAXIMUM

SPEED LIMIT TO CERTAIN COMMER-
CIAL MOTOR VEHICLES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 154 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following:
‘‘§ 154. National maximum speed limit for cer-

tain commercial motor vehicles’’;
(2) in subsection (a)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘, with respect to motor

vehicles’’ before ‘‘(1)’’; and
(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘motor ve-

hicles using it’’ and inserting ‘‘vehicles driv-
en or drawn by mechanical power manufac-
tured primarily for use on public highways
(except any vehicle operated exclusively on a
rail or rails) using it’’;

(3) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
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‘‘(b) MOTOR VEHICLE.—In this section, the

term ‘motor vehicle’ has the meaning pro-
vided for ‘commercial motor vehicle’ in sec-
tion 31301(4) of title 49, United States Code,
except that the term does not include any
vehicle operated exclusively on a rail or
rails.’’;

(4) in the first sentence of subsection (e),
by striking ‘‘all vehicles’’ and inserting ‘‘all
motor vehicles’’; and

(5) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
section (f).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The analysis for chapter 1 of title 23,

United States Code, is amended by striking
the item relating to section 154 and inserting
the following:
‘‘154. National maximum speed limit for cer-

tain commercial motor vehi-
cles.’’.

(2) Section 153(i)(2) of title 23, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘motor ve-
hicle’ means any vehicle driven or drawn by
mechanical power manufactured primarily
for use on public highways, except any vehi-
cle operated exclusively on a rail or rails.’’.

(3) Section 157(d) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘154(f) or’’.

(4) Section 410(i)(3) of title 23, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘motor ve-
hicle’ means any vehicle driven or drawn by
mechanical power manufactured primarily
for use on public highways, except any vehi-
cle operated exclusively on a rail or rails.’’.
SEC. 116. FEDERAL SHARE FOR BICYCLE TRANS-

PORTATION FACILITIES AND PEDES-
TRIAN WALKWAYS.

Section 217(f) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘80 percent’’
and inserting ‘‘determined in accordance
with section 120(b)’’.
SEC. 117. SUSPENSION OF MANAGEMENT SYS-

TEMS.
Section 303 of title 23, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) by striking subsection (c) and inserting

the following:
‘‘(c) STATE ELECTION.—A State may, at the

option of the State, elect, at any time, not
to implement, in whole or in part, 1 or more
of the management systems required under
this section. The Secretary may not impose
any sanction on, or withhold any benefit
from, a State on the basis of such an elec-
tion.’’; and

(2) in subsection (f)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(f) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not’’

and inserting the following:
‘‘(f) REPORTS.—
‘‘(1) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.—Not

later than October 1, 1996, the Secretary, in
consultation with States, shall transmit to
Congress a report on the management sys-
tems required under this section that makes
recommendations as to whether, to what ex-
tent, and how the management systems
should be implemented.’’.
SEC. 118. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYS-

TEMS.
(a) IMPROVED COLLABORATION IN INTEL-

LIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT.—Section 6054 of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 23
U.S.C. 307 note) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(e) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL-
OPMENT.—In carrying out this part, the Sec-
retary may carry out collaborative research
and development in accordance with section
307(a)(2) of title 23, United States Code.’’.

(b) TIME LIMIT FOR OBLIGATION OF FUNDS
FOR INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

PROJECTS.—Section 6058 of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (Public Law 102–240; 23 U.S.C. 307 note) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(f) OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds made available

pursuant to subsections (a) and (b) after the
date of enactment of this subsection, and
other funds made available after that date to
carry out specific intelligent transportation
systems projects, shall be obligated not later
than the last day of the fiscal year following
the fiscal year with respect to which the
funds are made available.

‘‘(2) REALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—If funds de-
scribed in paragraph (1) are not obligated by
the date described in the paragraph, the Sec-
retary may make the funds available to
carry out any other activity with respect to
which funds may be made available under
subsection (a) or (b).’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table in section 1107(b) of the Inter-

modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2048) is
amended—

(A) in item 10, by striking ‘‘(IVHS)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(ITS)’’; and

(B) in item 29, by striking ‘‘intelligent/ve-
hicle highway systems’’ and inserting ‘‘intel-
ligent transportation systems’’.

(2) Section 6009(a)(6) of the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(Public Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2176) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘intelligent vehicle highway
systems’’ and inserting ‘‘intelligent trans-
portation systems’’.

(3) Part B of title VI of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (Public Law 102–240; 23 U.S.C. 307 note) is
amended—

(A) by striking the part heading and in-
serting the following:

‘‘PART B—INTELLIGENT
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS’’;

(B) in section 6051, by striking ‘‘Intelligent
Vehicle-Highway Systems’’ and inserting
‘‘Intelligent Transportation Systems’’;

(C) by striking ‘‘intelligent vehicle-high-
way systems’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘intelligent transportation sys-
tems’’;

(D) in section 6054—
(i) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘in-

telligent vehicle-highway’’ and inserting
‘‘intelligent transportation systems’’; and

(ii) in the subsection heading of subsection
(b), by striking ‘‘INTELLIGENT VEHICLE-HIGH-
WAY SYSTEMS’’ and inserting ‘‘INTELLIGENT
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS’’;

(E) in the subsection heading of section
6056(a), by striking ‘‘IVHS’’ and inserting
‘‘ITS’’;

(F) in the subsection heading of each of
subsections (a) and (b) of section 6058, by
striking ‘‘IVHS’’ and inserting ‘‘ITS’’; and

(G) in the paragraph heading of section
6059(1), by striking ‘‘IVHS’’ and inserting
‘‘ITS’’.

(4) Section 310(c)(3) of the Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1995 (Public Law 103–331; 23
U.S.C. 104 note), is amended by striking ‘‘in-
telligent vehicle highway systems’’ and in-
serting ‘‘intelligent transportation sys-
tems’’.

(5) Section 109(a) of the Hazardous Mate-
rials Transportation Authorization Act of
1994 (Public Law 103–311; 23 U.S.C. 307 note) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘Intelligent Vehicle-High-
way Systems’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tems’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘intelligent vehicle-high-
way system’’ and inserting ‘‘intelligent
transportation system’’.

(6) Section 5316(d) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
‘‘INTELLIGENT VEHICLE-HIGHWAY’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘intelligent vehicle-high-
way’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘in-
telligent transportation’’.
SEC. 119. DONATIONS OF FUNDS, MATERIALS, OR

SERVICES FOR FEDERALLY AS-
SISTED ACTIVITIES.

Section 323 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c) CREDIT FOR DONATIONS OF FUNDS, MA-
TERIALS, OR SERVICES.—Nothing in this title
or any other law shall prevent a person from
offering to donate funds, materials, or serv-
ices in connection with an activity eligible
for Federal assistance under this title. In the
case of such an activity with respect to
which the Federal Government and the State
share in paying the cost, any donated funds,
or the fair market value of any donated ma-
terials or services, that are accepted and in-
corporated into the activity by the State
highway agency shall be credited against the
State share.’’.
SEC. 120. METRIC CONVERSION OF TRAFFIC CON-

TROL SIGNS.
(a) Notwithstanding section 3(2) of the

Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (15 U.S.C.
205b(2)) or any other law, no State shall be
required to—

(1) erect any highway sign that establishes
any speed limit, distance, or other measure-
ment using the metric system; or

(2) modify any highway sign that estab-
lishes any speed limit, distance, or other
measurement so that the sign uses the met-
ric system.

(b) Upon receipt of a written notification
by a State, referring to its right to provide
notification under this subsection, the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall waive, with
respect to such State, any requirement that
such State use or plan to use the metric sys-
tem with respect to designing, preparing
plans, specifications and estimates, advertis-
ing, or taking any other action with respect
to Federal-aid highway projects or activities
utilizing funds authorized pursuant to title
23, United States Code. Such waiver shall re-
main effective for the State until the State
notifies the Secretary to the contrary: Pro-
vided, That a waiver granted by the Sec-
retary will be in effect until September 30,
2000.
SEC. 121. IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY

CORRIDORS.
Section 1105(c) of the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub.
L. 102–240; 105 Stat. 2032) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(5)(A) I–73/74 North-South Corridor from
Charleston, South Carolina, through Win-
ston-Salem, North Carolina, to Portsmouth,
Ohio, to Cincinnati, Ohio, to termini at De-
troit, Michigan and Sault Ste. Marie, Michi-
gan.

‘‘(B)(i) In the Commonwealth of Virginia,
the Corridor shall generally follow—

‘‘(I) United States Route 220 from the Vir-
ginia-North Carolina border to I–581 south of
Roanoke;

‘‘(II) I–581 to I–81 in the vicinity of Roa-
noke;

‘‘(III) I–81 to the proposed highway to dem-
onstrate intelligent transportation systems
authorized by item 29 of the table in section
1107(b) in the vicinity of Christiansburg to
United States Route 460 in the vicinity of
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‘‘(IV) United States Route 460 to the West

Virginia State line.
‘‘(ii) In the States of West Virginia, Ken-

tucky, and Ohio, the Corridor shall generally
follow—

‘‘(I) United States Route 460 from the West
Virginia State line to United States Route 52
at Bluefield, West Virginia; and

‘‘(II) United States Route 52 to United
States Route 23 at Portsmouth, Ohio.

‘‘(iii) In the States of North Carolina and
South Carolina, the Corridor shall generally
follow—

‘‘(I) in the case of I–73—
‘‘(aa) United States Route 220 from the

Virginia State line to State Route 68 in the
vicinity of Greensboro;

‘‘(bb) State Route 68 to I–40;
‘‘(cc) I–40 to United States Route 220 in

Greensboro;
‘‘(dd) United States Route 220 to United

States Route 1 near Rockingham;
‘‘(ee) United States Route 1 to the South

Carolina State line; and
‘‘(ff) South Carolina State line to Charles-

ton, South Carolina; and
‘‘(II) in the case of I–74—
‘‘(aa) I–77 from Bluefield, West Virginia, to

the junction of I–77 and the United States
Route 52 connector in Surry County, North
Carolina;

‘‘(bb) the I–77/United States Route 52 con-
nector to United States Route 52 south of
Mount Airy, North Carolina;

‘‘(cc) United States Route 52 to United
States Route 311 in Winston-Salem, North
Carolina;

‘‘(dd) United States Route 311 to United
States Route 220 in the vicinity of
Randleman, North Carolina.

‘‘(ee) United States Route 220 to United
States Route 74 near Rockingham;

‘‘(ff) United States Route 74 to United
States Route 76 near Whiteville;

‘‘(gg) United States Route 74/76 to the
South Carolina State line in Brunswick
County; and

‘‘(hh) South Carolina State line to Charles-
ton, South Carolina.

‘‘(iv) Each route segment referred to in
clause (i), (ii), or (iii) that is not a part of the
Interstate System shall be designated as a
route included in the Interstate System, at
such time as the Secretary determines that
the route segment—

‘‘(I) meets Interstate System design stand-
ards approved by the Secretary under section
109(b) of title 23, United States Code; and

‘‘(II) meets the criteria for designation
pursuant to section 139 of title 23, United
States Code, except that the determination
shall be made without regard to whether the
route segment is a logical addition or con-
nection to the Interstate System.’’;

(2) in paragraph (18)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’; and
(B) by inserting before the period at the

end the following: ‘‘, and to the Lower Rio
Grande Valley at the border between the
United States and Mexico’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(22) The Alameda Transportation Corridor

along Alameda Street from the entrance to
the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to
Interstate 10, Los Angeles, California.

‘‘(23) The Interstate Route 35 Corridor from
Laredo, Texas, through Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, to Wichita, Kansas, to Kansas
City, Kansas/Missouri, to Des Moines, Iowa,
to Minneapolis, Minnesota, to Duluth, Min-
nesota.

‘‘(24) The Dalton Highway from Deadhorse,
Alaska to Fairbanks, Alaska.

‘‘(25) State Route 168 (South Battlefield
Boulevard), Virginia, from the Great Bridge
Bypass to the North Carolina State line.’’.

SEC. 122. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR INNOVA-
TIVE PROJECT IN FLORIDA.

Item 196 of the table in section 1107(b) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 2058) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Orlando,’’; and
(2) by striking ‘‘Land & right-of-way acqui-

sition & guideway construction for magnetic
limitation project’’ and inserting ‘‘1 or more
regionally significant, intercity ground
transportation projects’’.
SEC. 123. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR PRIOR-

ITY INTERMODAL PROJECT IN CALI-
FORNIA.

Item 31 of the table in section 1108(b) of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 2062) is amended by striking ‘‘To im-
prove ground access from Sepulveda Blvd. to
Los Angeles, California’’ and inserting the
following: ‘‘For the Los Angeles Inter-
national Airport central terminal ramp ac-
cess project, $3,500,000; for the widening of
Aviation Boulevard south of Imperial High-
way, $3,500,000; for the widening of Aviation
Boulevard north of Imperial Highway,
$1,000,000; and for transportation systems
management improvements in the vicinity
of the Sepulveda Boulevard/Los Angeles
International Airport tunnel, $950,000’’.
SEC. 124. NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS

FUNDING PROGRAM.
(a) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Section 1302 of

the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (16 U.S.C. 1261) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub-
section (i); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(g) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Funds author-
ized to be appropriated under this section
shall be available for obligation in the man-
ner as if the funds were apportioned under
title 23, United States Code, except that the
Federal share of any project under this sec-
tion shall be determined in accordance with
this section.

‘‘(h) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of a project under this section shall
be 50 percent.’’.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1302 of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (16 U.S.C. 1261) is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (c) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(c) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—A State shall be
eligible to receive moneys under this part
if—

‘‘(1) the Governor of the State has des-
ignated the State agency responsible for ad-
ministering allocations under this section;

‘‘(2) the State proposes to obligate and ul-
timately obligates any allocations received
in accordance with subsection (e); and

‘‘(3) a recreational trail advisory board on
which both motorized and nonmotorized rec-
reational trail users are represented exists in
the State.’’;

(B) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph
(3);

(C) in subsection (e)—
(i) in paragraphs (3)(A), (5)(B), and (8)(B),

by striking ‘‘(c)(2)(A) of this section’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(c)(3)’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (5)(A)(i), by striking
‘‘(g)(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘(i)(5)’’; and

(D) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by
subsection (a)(1)), by striking paragraph (1)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘eligible
State’ means a State (as defined in section
101 of title 23, United States Code) that
meets the requirements of subsection (c).’’.

(2) Section 104 of title 23, United States
Code, is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (i); and

(B) by inserting after subsection (g) the
following:

‘‘(h) NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS FUND-
ING.—The Secretary shall expend, from ad-
ministrative funds deducted under sub-
section (a), to carry out section 1302 of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (16 U.S.C. 1261) $15,000,000
for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997.’’.
SEC. 125. INTERMODAL FACILITY IN NEW YORK.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall make grants to the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation for—

(1) engineering, design, and construction
activities to permit the James A. Farley
Post Office in New York, New York, to be
used as an intermodal transportation facility
and commercial center; and

(2) necessary improvements to and redevel-
opment of Pennsylvania Station and associ-
ated service buildings in New York, New
York.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section a total of $69,500,000
for fiscal years following fiscal year 1995, to
remain available until expended.
SEC. 126. CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY.

The improvements to, or adjacent to, the
main line of the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation between milepost 190.23 at
Central Falls, Rhode Island, and milepost
168.53 at Davisville, Rhode Island, that are
necessary to support the rail movement of
freight shall be eligible for funding under
sections 103(e)(4), 104(b), and 144 of title 23,
United States Code.
SEC. 127. BRISTOL, RHODE ISLAND, STREET

MARKING.
Notwithstanding any other law, a red,

white, and blue center line in the Main
Street of Bristol, Rhode Island, shall be
deemed to comply with the requirements of
section 3B–1 of the Manual on Uniform Traf-
fic Control Devices of the Department of
Transportation.
SEC. 128. PUBLIC USE OF REST AREAS.

Notwithstanding section 111 of title 23,
United States Code, or any project agree-
ment under the section, the Secretary of
Transportation shall permit the conversion
of any safety rest area adjacent to Interstate
Route 95 within the State of Rhode Island
that was closed as of May 1, 1995, to use as a
motor vehicle emissions testing facility. At
the option of the State, vehicles shall be per-
mitted to gain access to and from any such
testing facility directly from Interstate
Route 95.
SEC. 129. COLLECTION OF TOLLS TO FINANCE

CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL
PROJECTS IN FLORIDA.

Notwithstanding section 129(a) of title 23,
United States Code, on request of the Gov-
ernor of the State of Florida, the Secretary
of Transportation shall modify the agree-
ment entered into with the transportation
department of the State and described in sec-
tion 129(a)(3) of the title to permit the col-
lection of tolls to liquidate such indebted-
ness as may be incurred to finance any cost
associated with a feature of an environ-
mental project that is carried out under
State law and approved by the Secretary of
the Interior.
SEC. 130. HOURS OF SERVICE OF DRIVERS OF

GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING
RIGS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) 8 CONSECUTIVE DAYS.—The term ‘‘8 con-

secutive days’’ means the period of 8 con-
secutive days beginning on any day at the
time designated by the motor carrier for a
24-hour period.

(2) 24-HOUR PERIOD.—The term ‘‘24-hour pe-
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beginning at the time designated by the
motor carrier for the terminal from which
the driver is normally dispatched.

(3) GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIG.—The
term ‘‘ground water well drilling rig’’ means
any vehicle, machine, tractor, trailer, semi-
trailer, or specialized mobile equipment pro-
pelled or drawn by mechanical power and
used on highways to transport water well
field operating equipment, including water
well drilling and pump service rigs equipped
to access ground water.

(b) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a driver
of a commercial motor vehicle subject to
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
Transportation under sections 31136 and 31502
of title 49, United States Code, who is used
primarily in the transportation and oper-
ation of a ground water well drilling rig, for
the purpose of the regulations, any period of
8 consecutive days may end with the begin-
ning of an off-duty period of 24 or more con-
secutive hours.

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall monitor the commercial motor
vehicle safety performance of drivers of
ground water well drilling rigs. If the Sec-
retary determines that public safety has
been adversely affected by the general rule
established by subsection (b), the Secretary
shall report to Congress on the determina-
tion.
SEC. 131. RURAL ACCESS PROJECTS.

Item 111 of the table in section 1106(a)(2) of
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 2042) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Parker County’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Parker and Tarrant Counties’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘to four-lane’’ and inserting
‘‘in Tarrant County to freeway standards and
in Parker County to a 4-lane’’.
SEC. 132. INCLUSION OF HIGH PRIORITY COR-

RIDORS.
Section 1105(d) of the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub.
L. 102–240; 105 Stat. 2033) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: ‘‘The Secretary
of Transportation shall include High Prior-
ity Corridor 18 as identified in section 1105(c)
of this Act, as amended, on the approved Na-
tional Highway System after completion of
the feasibility study by the States as pro-
vided by such Act.’’.
SEC. 133. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE FEDERAL–STATE FUNDING RE-
LATIONSHIP FOR TRANSPORTATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—
(1) The designation of high priority roads

through the National Highway System is re-
quired by the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and will en-
sure the continuation of funding which
would otherwise be withheld from the
States.

(2) The Budget Resolution supported the
re-evaluation of all Federal programs to de-
termine which programs are more appro-
priately a responsibility of the States.

(3) Debate on the appropriate role of the
Federal Government in transportation will
occur in the re-authorization of ISTEA.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—Therefore, it is the
sense of the Senate that the designation of
the NHS does not assume the continuation
or the elimination of the current Federal-
State relationship nor preclude a re-evalua-
tion of the Federal-State relationship in
transportation.
SEC. 134. QUALITY THROUGH COMPETITION.

(a) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE-
SIGN SERVICES.—Section 112(b)(2) of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subparagraphs:

‘‘(C) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con-
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in

whole or in part with Federal-aid highway
funds, shall be performed and audited in
compliance with cost principles contained in
the Federal acquisition regulations of part 31
of title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

‘‘(D) INDIRECT COST RATES.—In lieu of per-
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds
under a contract or subcontract awarded in
accordance with subparagraph (A) shall ac-
cept indirect cost rates established in ac-
cordance with the Federal acquisition regu-
lations for 1-year applicable accounting peri-
ods by a cognizant Federal or State govern-
ment agency, if such rates are not currently
under dispute. Once a firm’s indirect cost
rates are accepted, the recipient of such
funds shall apply such rates for the purposes
of contract estimation, negotiation, admin-
istration, reporting, and contract payment
and shall not be limited by administrative or
de facto ceilings of any kind. A recipient of
such funds requesting or using the cost and
rate data described in this subparagraph
shall notify any affected firm before such re-
quest or use. Such data shall be confidential
and shall not be accessible or provided, in
whole or in part, to another firm or to any
government agency which is not part of the
group of agencies sharing cost data under
this subparagraph, except by written permis-
sion of the audited firm. If prohibited by law,
such cost and rate data shall not be disclosed
under any circumstances.

‘‘(E) EFFECTIVE DATE/STATE OPTION.—Sub-
paragraphs (C) and (D) shall take effect upon
the date of enactment of this Act: Provided
however, That if a State, during the first reg-
ular session of the State legislature conven-
ing after the date of enactment of this Act,
adopts by statute an alternative process in-
tended to promote engineering and design
quality, reduce life-cycle costs, and ensure
maximum competition by professional com-
panies of all sizes providing engineering and
design services. Such subparagraphs shall
not apply in that State.’’.
SEC. 135. FEDERAL SHARE FOR ECONOMIC

GROWTH CENTER DEVELOPMENT
HIGHWAYS.

Section 1021(c) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public
Law 102–240) (as amended by section 417 of
the Department of Transportation and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993
(Public Law 102–388; 106 Stat. 1565)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end and inserting ‘‘or’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘section
143 of title 23’’ and inserting ‘‘a project for
the construction, reconstruction, or im-
provement of a development highway on a
Federal-aid system, as described in section
103 of such title (as in effect on the day be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act) (other
than the Interstate System), under section
143 of such title’’.
SEC. 136. VEHICLE WEIGHT AND LONGER COM-

BINATION VEHICLES EXEMPTION
FOR SIOUX CITY, IOWA.

(a) VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS.—The pro-
viso in the second sentence of section 127(a)
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘except for those’’ and inserting the
following: ‘‘except for vehicles using Inter-
state 29 between Sioux City, Iowa, and the
border between Iowa and South Dakota and
vehicles using Interstate Route 129 between
Sioux City, Iowa, and the border between
Iowa and Nebraska, and except for’’.

(b) LONGER COMBINATION VEHICLES.—Sec-
tion 127(d)(1) of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(F) IOWA.—In addition to vehicles that
the State of Iowa may continue to allow to
be operated under subparagraph (A), the
State of Iowa may allow longer combination

vehicles that were not in actual operation on
June 1, 1991, to be operated on Interstate
Route 29 between Sioux City, Iowa, and the
border between Iowa and South Dakota and
Interstate 129 between Sioux City, Iowa, and
the border between Iowa and Nebraska.’’.
SEC. 137. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR CONGES-

TION RELIEF PROJECT IN CALIFOR-
NIA.

Item 1 of the table in section 1104(b) of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 2029) is amended by striking ‘‘Construc-
tion of HOV Lanes on I–710’’ and inserting
‘‘Construction of automobile and truck sepa-
ration lanes at the southern terminus of I–
710’’.
SEC. 138. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN VEHICLE

WEIGHT LIMITATIONS IN WISCON-
SIN.

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(f) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED
HAULING VEHICLES ON CERTAIN WISCONSIN
HIGHWAYS.—If the 104-mile portion of Wis-
consin State Route 78 and United States
Route 51 between Interstate Route 94 near
Portage, Wisconsin, and Wisconsin State
Route 29 south of Wausau, Wisconsin, is des-
ignated as part of the Interstate System
under section 139(a), the single axle weight,
tandem axle weight, gross vehicle weight,
and bridge formula limits set forth in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to the 104-mile
portion with respect to the operation of any
vehicle that could legally operate on the 104-
mile portion before the date of enactment of
this subsection.’’.
SEC. 139. PROHIBITION ON NEW HIGHWAY DEM-

ONSTRATION PROJECTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other law, neither the Secretary of Transpor-
tation nor any other officer or employee of
the United States may make funds available
for obligation to carry out any demonstra-
tion project described in subsection (b) that
has not been authorized, or for which no
funds have been made available, as of the
date of enactment of this Act.

(b) PROJECTS.—Subsection (a) applies to a
demonstration project or program that the
Secretary of Transportation determines—

(1)(A) concerns a State-specific highway
project or research or development in a spe-
cific State; or

(B) is otherwise comparable to a dem-
onstration project or project of national sig-
nificance authorized under any of sections
1103 through 1108 of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public
Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2027); and

(2) does not concern a federally owned
highway.
SEC. 140. TREATMENT OF CENTENNIAL BRIDGE,

ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS, AGREE-
MENT.

For purposes of section 129(a)(6) of title 23,
United States Code, the agreement concern-
ing the Centennial Bridge, Rock Island, Illi-
nois, entered into under the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act authorizing the city of Rock Island, Illi-
nois, or its assigns, to construct, maintain,
and operate a toll bridge across the Mis-
sissippi River at or near Rock Island, Illi-
nois, and to a place at or near the city of
Davenport, Iowa’’, approved March 18, 1938
(52 Stat. 110, chapter 48), shall be treated as
if the agreement had been entered into under
section 129 of title 23, United States Code, as
in effect on December 17, 1991, and may be
modified in accordance with section 129(a)(6)
of the title.
SEC. 141. MORATORIUM ON CERTAIN EMISSIONS

TESTING REQUIREMENTS.
(a) MORATORIUM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the

Environmental Protection Agency (referredVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9316 September 20, 1995
to in this subsection as the ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’) shall not require adoption or imple-
mentation by a State of a test-only or I/M240
enhanced vehicle inspection and mainte-
nance program as a means of compliance
with section 182 of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7511a), but the Administrator may ap-
prove such a program if a State chooses to
adopt the program as a means of compliance.

(2) REPEAL.—Paragraph (1) is repealed ef-
fective as of the date that is 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(b) PLAN APPROVAL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the

Environmental Protection Agency (referred
to in this subsection as the ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’) shall not disapprove a State imple-
mentation plan revision under section 182 of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511a) on the
basis of a regulation providing for a 50-per-
cent discount for alternative test-and-repair
inspection and maintenance programs.

(2) CREDIT.—If a State provides data for a
proposed inspection and maintenance system
for which credits are appropriate under sec-
tion 182 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511a),
the Administrator shall allow the full
amount of credit for the system that is ap-
propriate without regard to any regulation
that implements that section by requiring
centralized emissions testing.

(3) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall
complete and present a technical assessment
of data for a proposed inspection and mainte-
nance system submitted by a State not later
than 45 days after the date of submission.
SEC. 142. ELIMINATION OF PENALTIES FOR NON-

COMPLIANCE WITH MOTORCYCLE
HELMET USE REQUIREMENT.

Section 153(h) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘a law de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1) and’’ each place
it appears.
SEC. 143. CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY.

The improvements to the former Pocono
Northeast Railway Company freight rail line
by the Luzerne County Redevelopment Au-
thority that are necessary to support the rail
movement of freight, shall be eligible for
funding under sections 130, 144, and 149 of
title 23, United States Code.
SEC. 144. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, TUNNELS, NON-

TOLL ROADS THAT HAVE A DEDI-
CATED REVENUE SOURCE, AND FER-
RIES.

Section 129 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by revising the title to read as follows:
‘‘§ 129. Toll roads, bridges, tunnels, non-toll

roads that have a dedicated revenue
source, and ferries’’; and

(2) by revising paragraph 129(a)(7) to read
as follows:

‘‘(7) LOANS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State may loan an

amount equal to all or part of the Federal
share of a toll project or a non-toll project
that has a dedicated revenue source, specifi-
cally dedicated to such project or projects
under this section, to a public entity con-
structing or proposing to construct a toll fa-
cility or non-toll facility with a dedicated
revenue source. Dedicated revenue sources
for non-toll facilities include: excise taxes,
sales taxes, motor vehicle use fees, tax on
real property, tax increment financing, or
such other dedicated revenue source as the
Secretary deems appropriate.’’.
SEC. 145. TRANSFER OF FUNDS BETWEEN CER-

TAIN DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
IN LOUISIANA.

Notwithstanding any other law, the funds
available for obligation to carry out the
project in West Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana,
authorized by section 149(a)(87) of the Sur-
face Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100–17; 101

Stat. 194) shall be made available for obliga-
tion to carry out the project for Lake
Charles, Louisiana, authorized by item 17 of
the table in section 1106(a)(2) of the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2038).
SEC. 146. NORTHWEST ARKANSAS REGIONAL AIR-

PORT CONNECTOR.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, the Federal share for the intermodal
connecter to the Northwest Arkansas Re-
gional Airport from U.S. Highway 71 in Ar-
kansas shall be 95 percent.
SEC. 147. INTERCITY RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IN-

VESTMENT.
(a) INTERSTATE RAIL COMPACTS.—
(1) CONSENT TO COMPACTS.—Congress grants

consent to States with an interest in a spe-
cific form, route, or corridor of intercity pas-
senger rail service (including high speed rail
service) to enter into interstate compacts to
promote the provision of the service, includ-
ing—

(A) retaining an existing service or com-
mencing a new service;

(B) assembling rights-of-way; and
(C) performing capital improvements, in-

cluding—
(i) the construction and rehabilitation of

maintenance facilities;
(ii) the purchase of locomotives; and
(iii) operational improvements, including

communications, signals, and other systems.
(2) FINANCING.—An interstate compact es-

tablished by States under paragraph (1) may
provide that, in order to carry out the com-
pact, the States may—

(A) accept contributions from a unit of
State or local government or a person;

(B) use any Federal or State funds made
available for intercity passenger rail service
(except funds made available for the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation);

(C) on such terms and conditions as the
States consider advisable—

(i) borrow money on a short-term basis and
issue notes for the borrowing; and

(ii) issue bonds; and
(D) obtain financing by other means per-

mitted under Federal or State law.
(b) ELIGIBILITY OF PASSENGER RAIL AS SUR-

FACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECT.—
Section 133(b) of title 23, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, rail-
roads,’’ after ‘‘highways)’’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘, all eligible activities

under section 5311 of title 49, United States
Code,’’ before ‘‘and publicly owned’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or rail passenger’’ after
‘‘intercity bus’’; and

(C) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: ‘‘, including terminals and
facilities owned by the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation’’; and

(3) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘, and for
passenger rail services,’’ after ‘‘programs’’.

(c) ELIGIBILITY OF PASSENGER RAIL UNDER
CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY IM-
PROVEMENT PROGRAM.—The first sentence of
section 149(b) of title 23, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) if the project or program will have air

quality benefits through construction of and
operational improvements for intercity pas-
senger rail facilities, operation of intercity
passenger rail trains, and acquisition of roll-
ing stock for intercity passenger rail service,
except that not more than 50 percent of the
amount received by a State for a fiscal year
under this paragraph may be obligated for
operating support.’’.

SEC. 148. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY
INTOXICATED MINORS.

Section 158(a) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(1) OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY IN-
TOXICATED MINORS.—

‘‘(A) FISCAL YEAR 1998.—If the condition de-
scribed in subparagraph (C) exists in a State
as of October 1, 1998, the Secretary shall
withhold, on October 1, 1998, 5 percent of the
amount required to be apportioned to the
State under each of paragraphs (1), (2), (5),
and (6) of section 104(b) for fiscal year 1998.

‘‘(B) FISCAL YEARS THEREAFTER.—If the
condition described in subparagraph (C) ex-
ists in a State as of October 1, 1999, or any
October 1 thereafter, the Secretary shall
withhold, on that October 1, 10 percent of the
amount required to be apportioned to the
State under each of paragraphs (1), (2), (5),
and (6) of section 104(b) for the fiscal year be-
ginning on that October 1.

‘‘(C) CONDITION.—The condition referred to
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) is that an indi-
vidual under the age of 21 who has a blood al-
cohol concentration of 0.02 percent or great-
er when operating a motor vehicle in the
State is not considered to be driving while
intoxicated or driving under the influence of
alcohol.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘AFTER
THE FIRST YEAR’’ and inserting ‘‘PURCHASE
AND POSSESSION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES BY
MINORS’’.
SEC. 149. CONTINGENT COMMITMENTS.

At the end of section 5309(g)(4) of title 49,
United States Code, add the following new
sentence: ‘‘The Secretary may enter future
obligations in excess of 50 percent of said un-
committed cash balance for the purpose of
contingent commitments for projects au-
thorized under section 3032 of Public Law
102–240.’’.
SEC. 150. AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR

BOSTON-TO-PORTLAND RAIL COR-
RIDOR.

Section 5309 of title 49, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subsection:

‘‘(p) BOSTON-TO-PORTLAND RAIL COR-
RIDOR.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, up to $3,600,000 of the funds made
available under this section for the rail cor-
ridor between Boston, Massachusetts and
Portland, Maine may be used to pay for oper-
ating costs arising in connection with such
rail corridor under section 5333(b).’’.
SEC. 151. REVISION OF AUTHORITY OF

MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS.
Section 3035(ww) of the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public
Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2136) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘Of the
funds provided by this subsection, $100,000,000
is authorized to be appropriated for region-
ally significant ground transportation
projects in the State of Hawaii.’’.
SEC. 152. FEASIBILITY STUDY OF EVACUATION

ROUTES FOR LOUISIANA COASTAL
AREAS.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, section 1105(e)(2) of Public Law 102–240 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘‘A feasibility study may be
conducted under this subsection to identify
routes that will expedite future emergency
evacuations of coastal areas of Louisiana.’’.
SEC. 153. 34TH STREET CORRIDOR PROJECT IN

MOORHEAD, MINNESOTA.
Section 149(a)(5)(A) of the Surface Trans-

portation and Uniform Relocation Assist-
ance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100–17; 101 Stat.
181) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
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(2) by inserting ‘‘and (iii) a safety over-

pass,’’ after ‘‘interchange,’’.
SEC. 154. SAFETY BELT USE LAW REQUIREMENTS

FOR NEW HAMPSHIRE AND MAINE.
The State of New Hampshire and the State

of Maine shall be deemed as having met the
safety belt use law requirements of section
153 of title 23, United States Code, upon cer-
tification by the Secretary of Transportation
that the State has achieved—

(1) a safety belt use rate in each of fiscal
years ending September 30, 1995 and Septem-
ber 30, 1996, of not less than 50 percent; and

(2) a safety belt use rate in each succeeding
fiscal year thereafter of not less than the na-
tional average safety belt use rate, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Transportation.
SEC. 155. REPORT ON ACCELERATED VEHICLE

RETIREMENT PROGRAMS.
Not later than 180 days after the date of

enactment of this Act, the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency shall
transmit to Congress a report evaluating the
effectiveness of all accelerated vehicle re-
tirement programs described in section
108(f)(1)(A)(xvi) of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7408(f)(1)(A)(xvi)) in existence on the
date of enactment of this Act. The report
shall evaluate—

(1) the certainties of emissions reductions
gained from each program;

(2) the variability of emissions of retired
vehicles;

(3) the reduction in the number of vehicle
miles traveled by the vehicles retired as a re-
sult of each program;

(4) the subsequent actions of vehicle own-
ers participating in each program concerning
the purchase of a new or used vehicle or the
use of such a vehicle;

(5) the length of the credit given to a pur-
chaser of a retired vehicle under each pro-
gram;

(6) equity impacts of the programs on the
used car market for buyers and sellers; and

(7) such other factors as the Administrator
determines appropriate.
SEC. 156. INTERCITY RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IN-

VESTMENT FROM MASS TRANSIT AC-
COUNT OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.

Section 5323 of title 49, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subsection:

‘‘(m) INTERCITY RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IN-
VESTMENT.—Any assistance provided to a
State that does not have Amtrak service as
of date of enactment of this Act from the
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust
Fund may be used for capital improvements
to, and operating support for, intercity pas-
senger rail service.’’.
SEC. 157. MORATORIUM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, no agency of the Fed-
eral Government may take any action to
prepare, promulgate, or implement any rule
or regulation addressing rights-of-way au-
thorized pursuant to Revised Statutes 2477
(43 U.S.C. 932), as such law was in effect prior
to October 21, 1976.

(b) SUNSET.—This section shall cease to
have any force or effect after December 1,
1995.

TITLE II—NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION
INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION AU-
THORITY

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘National

Capital Region Interstate Transportation
Authority Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 202. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) traffic congestion imposes serious eco-

nomic burdens on the metropolitan Washing-
ton, D.C., area, costing each commuter an
estimated $1,000 per year;

(2) the volume of traffic in the metropoli-
tan Washington, D.C., area is expected to in-
crease by more than 70 percent between 1990
and 2020;

(3) the deterioration of the Woodrow Wil-
son Memorial Bridge and the growing popu-
lation of the metropolitan Washington, D.C.,
area contribute significantly to traffic con-
gestion;

(4) the Bridge serves as a vital link in the
Interstate System and in the Northeast cor-
ridor;

(5) identifying alternative methods for
maintaining this vital link of the Interstate
System is critical to addressing the traffic
congestion of the area;

(6) the Bridge is—
(A) the only drawbridge in the metropoli-

tan Washington, D.C., area on the Interstate
System;

(B) the only segment of the Capital Belt-
way with only 6 lanes; and

(C) the only segment of the Capital Belt-
way with a remaining expected life of less
than 10 years;

(7) the Bridge is the only part of the Inter-
state System owned by the Federal Govern-
ment;

(8)(A) the Bridge was constructed by the
Federal Government;

(B) prior to the date of enactment of this
Act, the Federal Government has contrib-
uted 100 percent of the cost of building and
rehabilitating the Bridge; and

(C) the Federal Government has a continu-
ing responsibility to fund future costs associ-
ated with the upgrading of the Interstate
Route 95 crossing, including the rehabilita-
tion and reconstruction of the Bridge;

(9) the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Coordina-
tion Committee, established by the Federal
Highway Administration and comprised of
representatives of Federal, State, and local
governments, is undertaking planning stud-
ies pertaining to the Bridge, consistent with
the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other applica-
ble Federal laws;

(10) the transfer of ownership of the Bridge
to a regional entity under the terms and con-
ditions described in this title would foster
regional transportation planning efforts to
identify solutions to the growing problem of
traffic congestion on and around the Bridge;

(11) any material change to the Bridge
must take into account the interests of near-
by communities, the commuting public, Fed-
eral, State, and local government organiza-
tions, and other affected groups; and

(12) a commission of congressional, State,
and local officials and transportation rep-
resentatives has recommended to the Sec-
retary of Transportation that the Bridge be
transferred to an independent authority to
be established by the Capital Region juris-
dictions.
SEC. 203. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this title are—
(1) to grant consent to the Commonwealth

of Virginia, the State of Maryland, and the
District of Columbia to establish the Na-
tional Capital Region Interstate Transpor-
tation Authority; and

(2) to authorize the transfer of ownership
of the Bridge to the Authority for the pur-
poses of owning, constructing, maintaining,
and operating a bridge or tunnel or a bridge
and tunnel project across the Potomac
River.
SEC. 204. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘‘Authority’’

means the National Capital Region Inter-
state Transportation Authority authorized
by this title and by similar enactment by
each of the Capital Region jurisdictions.

(2) AUTHORITY FACILITY.—The term ‘‘Au-
thority facility’’ means—

(A) the Bridge (as in existence on the date
of enactment of this Act);

(B) any southern Capital Beltway crossing
of the Potomac River constructed in the vi-
cinity of the Bridge after the date of enact-
ment of this Act; or

(C) any building, improvement, addition,
extension, replacement, appurtenance, land,
interest in land, water right, air right, fran-
chise, machinery, equipment, furnishing,
landscaping, easement, utility, approach,
roadway, or other facility necessary or desir-
able in connection with or incidental to a fa-
cility described in subparagraph (A) or (B).

(3) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the
board of directors of the Authority estab-
lished under section 206.

(4) BRIDGE.—The term ‘‘Bridge’’ means the
Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge across the
Potomac River.

(5) CAPITAL REGION JURISDICTION.—The
term ‘‘Capital Region jurisdiction’’ means—

(A) the Commonwealth of Virginia;
(B) the State of Maryland; or
(C) the District of Columbia.
(6) INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘Inter-

state System’’ means the Dwight D. Eisen-
hower National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways designated under section
103(e) of title 23, United States Code.

(7) NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION.—The term
‘‘National Capital Region’’ means the region
consisting of the metropolitan areas of—

(A)(i) the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, and
Falls Church, Virginia; and

(ii) the counties of Arlington and Fairfax,
Virginia, and the political subdivisions of
the Commonwealth of Virginia located in
the counties;

(B) the counties of Montgomery and Prince
Georges, Maryland, and the political subdivi-
sions of the State of Maryland located in the
counties; and

(C) the District of Columbia.
(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’

means the Secretary of Transportation.
SEC. 205. ESTABLISHMENT OF AUTHORITY.

(a) CONSENT TO AGREEMENT.—Congress
grants consent to the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, the State of Maryland, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia to enter into an interstate
agreement or compact to establish the Na-
tional Capital Region Interstate Transpor-
tation Authority in accordance with this
title.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—On execution of the inter-

state agreement or compact described in
subsection (a), the Authority shall be consid-
ered to be established.

(2) GENERAL POWERS.—The Authority shall
be a body corporate and politic, independent
of all other bodies and jurisdictions, having
the powers and jurisdiction described in this
title and such additional powers as are con-
ferred on the Authority by the Capital Re-
gion jurisdictions, to the extent that the ad-
ditional powers are consistent with this
title.
SEC. 206. GOVERNMENT OF AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall be
governed in accordance with this section and
with the terms of any interstate agreement
or compact relating to the Authority that is
consistent with this title.

(b) BOARD.—The Authority shall be gov-
erned by a board of directors consisting of 12
members appointed by the Capital Region ju-
risdictions and 1 member appointed by the
Secretary.

(c) QUALIFICATIONS.—One member of the
Board shall have an appropriate background
in finance, construction lending, or infra-
structure policy.

(d) CHAIRPERSON.—The chairperson of the
Board shall be elected biennially by the
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(e) SECRETARY AND TREASURER.—The Board

may—
(1) biennially elect a secretary and a treas-

urer, or a secretary-treasurer, without re-
gard to whether the individual is a member
of the Board; and

(2) prescribe the powers and duties of the
secretary and treasurer, or the secretary-
treasurer.

(f) TERMS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), a member of the Board shall
serve for a 6-year term, and shall continue to
serve until the successor of the member has
been appointed in accordance with this sub-
section.

(2) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.—
(A) BY CAPITAL REGION JURISDICTIONS.—

Members initially appointed to the Board by
a Capital Region jurisdiction shall be ap-
pointed for the following terms:

(i) 1 member shall be appointed for a 6-year
term.

(ii) 1 member shall be appointed for a 4-
year term.

(iii) 2 members shall each be appointed for
a 2-year term.

(B) BY SECRETARY.—The member of the
Board appointed by the Secretary shall be
appointed for a 6-year term.

(3) FAILURE TO APPOINT.—The failure of a
Capital Region jurisdiction to appoint 1 or
more members of the Board, as provided in
this subsection, shall not impair the estab-
lishment of the Authority if the condition of
the establishment described in section
205(b)(1) has been met.

(4) VACANCIES.—Subject to paragraph (5), a
person appointed to fill a vacancy on the
Board shall serve for the unexpired term.

(5) REAPPOINTMENTS.—A member of the
Board shall be eligible for reappointment for
1 additional term.

(6) PERSONAL LIABILITY OF MEMBERS.—A
member of the Board, including any
nonvoting member, shall not be personally
liable for—

(A) any action taken in the capacity of the
member as a member of the Board; or

(B) any note, bond, or other financial obli-
gation of the Authority.

(7) QUORUM.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph

(B), for the purpose of carrying out the busi-
ness of the Authority, 7 members of the
Board shall constitute a quorum.

(B) APPROVAL OF BOND ISSUES AND BUDG-
ET.—Eight affirmative votes of the members
of the Board shall be required to approve
bond issues and the annual budget of the Au-
thority.

(8) COMPENSATION.—A member of the Board
shall serve without compensation and shall
reside within a Capital Region jurisdiction.

(9) EXPENSES.—A member of the Board
shall be entitled to reimbursement for the
expenses of the member incurred in attend-
ing a meeting of the Board or while other-
wise engaged in carrying out the duties of
the Board.
SEC. 207. OWNERSHIP OF BRIDGE.

(a) CONVEYANCE BY SECRETARY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—After the Capital Region

jurisdictions enter into the agreement de-
scribed in subsection (c), the Secretary shall
convey all right, title, and interest of the
Department of Transportation in and to the
Bridge to the Authority. Except as provided
in paragraph (2), upon conveyance by the
Secretary, the Authority shall accept the
right, title, and interest in and to the
Bridge, and all duties and responsibilities as-
sociated with the Bridge.

(2) INTERIM RESPONSIBILITIES.—Until such
time as a new crossing of the Potomac River
described in section 208 is constructed and
operational, the conveyance under paragraph
(1) shall in no way—

(A) relieve the Capital Region jurisdictions
of the sole and exclusive responsibility to
maintain and operate the Bridge; or

(B) relieve the Secretary of the responsibil-
ity to rehabilitate the Bridge or to comply
with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and all other
requirements applicable with respect to the
Bridge.

(b) CONVEYANCE BY THE SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR.—At the same time as the convey-
ance of the Bridge by the Secretary under
subsection (a), the Secretary of the Interior
shall transfer to the Authority all right,
title, and interest of the Department of the
Interior in and to such land under or adja-
cent to the Bridge as is necessary to carry
out section 208. Upon conveyance by the Sec-
retary of the Interior, the Authority shall
accept the right, title, and interest in and to
the land.

(c) AGREEMENT.—The agreement referred
to in subsection (a) is an agreement among
the Secretary, the Governors of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia and the State of
Maryland, and the Mayor of the District of
Columbia as to the Federal share of the cost
of the activities carried out under section
208.
SEC. 208. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS AND CON-

STRUCTION.
The Authority shall take such action as is

necessary to address the need of the National
Capital Region for an enhanced southern
Capital Beltway crossing of the Potomac
River that serves the traffic corridor of the
Bridge (as in existence on the date of enact-
ment of this Act), in accordance with the
recommendations in the final environmental
impact statement prepared by the Secretary.
The Authority shall have the sole respon-
sibility for the ownership, construction, op-
eration, and maintenance of a new crossing
of the Potomac River.
SEC. 209. ADDITIONAL POWERS AND RESPON-

SIBILITIES OF AUTHORITY.
In addition to the powers and responsibil-

ities of the Authority under the other provi-
sions of this title and under any interstate
agreement or compact relating to the Au-
thority that is consistent with this title, the
Authority shall have all powers necessary
and appropriate to carry out the duties of
the Authority, including the power—

(1) to adopt and amend any bylaw that is
necessary for the regulation of the affairs of
the Authority and the conduct of the busi-
ness of the Authority;

(2) to adopt and amend any regulation that
is necessary to carry out the powers of the
Authority;

(3) subject to section 207(a)(2), to plan, es-
tablish, finance, operate, develop, construct,
enlarge, maintain, equip, or protect the
Bridge or a new crossing of the Potomac
River described in section 208;

(4) to employ, in the discretion of the Au-
thority, a consulting engineer, attorney, ac-
countant, construction or financial expert,
superintendent, or manager, or such other
employee or agent as is necessary, and to fix
the compensation and benefits of the em-
ployee or agent, except that—

(A) an employee of the Authority shall not
engage in an activity described in section
7116(b)(7) of title 5, United States Code, with
respect to the Authority; and

(B) an employment agreement entered into
by the Authority shall contain an explicit
prohibition against an activity described in
subparagraph (A) with respect to the Author-
ity by an employee covered by the agree-
ment;

(5) to—
(A) acquire personal and real property (in-

cluding land lying under water and riparian
rights), or any easement or other interest in

real property, by purchase, lease, gift, trans-
fer, or exchange; and

(B) exercise such powers of eminent do-
main in the Capital Region jurisdictions as
are conferred on the Authority by the Cap-
ital Region jurisdictions, in the exercise of
the powers and the performance of the duties
of the Authority;

(6) to apply for and accept any property,
material, service, payment, appropriation,
grant, gift, loan, advance, or other fund that
is transferred or made available to the Au-
thority by the Federal Government or by
any other public or private entity or individ-
ual;

(7) to borrow money on a short-term basis
and issue notes of the Authority for the bor-
rowing payable on such terms and conditions
as the Board considers advisable, and to
issue bonds in the discretion of the Author-
ity for any purpose consistent with this
title, which notes and bonds—

(A) shall not constitute a debt of the Unit-
ed States, a Capital Region jurisdiction, or
any political subdivision of the United
States or a Capital Region jurisdiction; and

(B) may be secured solely by the general
revenues of the Authority, or solely by the
income and revenues of the Bridge or a new
crossing of the Potomac River described in
section 208;

(8) to fix, revise, charge, and collect any
reasonable toll or other charge;

(9) to enter into any contract or agreement
necessary or appropriate to the performance
of the duties of the Authority or the proper
operation of the Bridge or a new crossing of
the Potomac River described in section 208;

(10) to make any payment necessary to re-
imburse a local political subdivision having
jurisdiction over an area where the Bridge or
a new crossing of the Potomac River is situ-
ated for any extraordinary law enforcement
cost incurred by the subdivision in connec-
tion with the Authority facility;

(11) to enter into partnerships or grant
concessions between the public and private
sectors for the purpose of—

(A) financing, constructing, maintaining,
improving, or operating the Bridge or a new
crossing of the Potomac River described in
section 208; or

(B) fostering development of a new trans-
portation technology;

(12) to obtain any necessary Federal au-
thorization, permit, or approval for the con-
struction, repair, maintenance, or operation
of the Bridge or a new crossing of the Poto-
mac River described in section 208;

(13) to adopt an official seal and alter the
seal, as the Board considers appropriate;

(14) to appoint 1 or more advisory commit-
tees;

(15) to sue and be sued in the name of the
Authority; and

(16) to carry out any activity necessary or
appropriate to the exercise of the powers or
performance of the duties of the Authority
under this title and under any interstate
agreement or compact relating to the Au-
thority that is consistent with this title, if
the activity is coordinated and consistent
with the transportation planning process im-
plemented by the metropolitan planning or-
ganization for the Washington, District of
Columbia, metropolitan area under section
134 of title 23, United States Code, and sec-
tion 5303 of title 49, United States Code.
SEC. 210. FUNDING.

(a) SET-ASIDE.—Section 104 of title 23,
United States Code (as amended by section
125(b)(2)(A)), is further amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (b),
by striking ‘‘subsection (f) of this section’’
and inserting ‘‘subsections (f) and (i)’’;

(2) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
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(3) by inserting before subsection (j) the

following:
‘‘(i) WOODROW WILSON MEMORIAL BRIDGE.—

Before making an apportionment of funds
under subsection (b), the Secretary shall set
aside $17,550,000 for fiscal year 1996 and
$80,050,000 for fiscal year 1997 for the rehabili-
tation of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial
Bridge and for the planning, preliminary de-
sign, engineering, and acquisition of a right-
of-way for, and construction of, a new cross-
ing of the Potomac River.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.—Funds
made available under this section shall be
available for obligation in the manner pro-
vided for funds apportioned under chapter 1
of title 23, United States Code, except that—

(1) the Federal share of the cost of any
project funded under this section shall be 100
percent; and

(2) the funds made available under this sec-
tion shall remain available until expended.

(c) STUDY.—Not later than May 31, 1997, the
Secretary, in consultation with each of the
Capital Region jurisdictions, shall prepare
and submit to Congress a report identifying
the necessary Federal share of the cost of
the activities to be carried out under section
208.

(d) DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGATION AUTHOR-
ITY.—Section 1002(e)(3) of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (Public Law 102–240; 23 U.S.C. 104 note) is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end the following: ‘‘and the National
Capital Region Interstate Transportation
Authority Act of 1995’’.

(e) REMOVAL OF ISTEA AUTHORIZATION FOR
BRIDGE REHABILITATION.—Section 1069 of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105
Stat. 2009) is amended by striking subsection
(i).
SEC. 211. AVAILABILITY OF PRIOR AUTHORIZA-

TIONS.
In addition to the funds made available

under section 210, any funds made available
for the rehabilitation of the Bridge under
sections 1069(i) and 1103(b) of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2009 and
2028) (as in effect prior to the amendment
made by section 210(e)) shall continue to be
available after the conveyance of the Bridge
to the Authority under section 207(a), in ac-
cordance with the terms under which the
funds were made available under the Act.

TITLE III—FEDERAL HIGHWAY AND
RAILROAD GRADE CROSSING SAFETY

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal

Highway and Railroad Grade Crossing Safety
Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 302. INTELLIGENT VEHICLE-HIGHWAY SYS-

TEMS.
In implementing the Intelligent Vehicle-

Highway Systems Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 307
note), the Secretary of Transportation shall
ensure that the National Intelligent Vehicle-
Highway Systems Program addresses, in a
comprehensive and coordinated manner, the
use of intelligent vehicle-highway tech-
nologies to promote safety at railroad-high-
way grade crossings. The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall ensure that two or more
operational tests funded under such Act
shall promote highway traffic safety and
railroad safety.
SEC. 303. STATE HIGHWAY SAFETY MANAGEMENT

SYSTEMS.
(a) AMENDMENT OF REGULATIONS.—The Sec-

retary of Transportation shall conduct a
rulemaking proceeding to amend the regula-
tions under section 500.407 of title 23, Code of
Federal Regulations, to require that each
highway safety management system devel-
oped, established, and implemented by a

State shall, among countermeasures and pri-
orities established under subsection (b)(2) of
that section—

(1) include public railroad-highway grade-
crossing closure plans that are aimed at
eliminating high-risk or redundant crossings
(as defined by the Secretary);

(2) include railroad-highway grade-crossing
policies that limit the creation of new at-
grade crossings for vehicle or pedestrian
traffic, recreational use, or any other pur-
pose; and

(3) include plans for State policies, pro-
grams, and resources to further reduce death
and injury at high-risk railroad-highway
grade crossings.

(b) DEADLINE.—The Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall complete the rulemaking pro-
ceeding described in subsection (a) and pre-
scribe the required amended regulations, not
later than one year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 304. VIOLATION OF GRADE-CROSSING LAWS

AND REGULATIONS.
(a) FEDERAL REGULATIONS.—Section 31311

of title 49, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(h) GRADE-CROSSING VIOLATIONS.—
‘‘(1) SANCTIONS.—The Secretary shall issue

regulations establishing sanctions and pen-
alties relating to violations, by persons oper-
ating commercial motor vehicles, of laws
and regulations pertaining to railroad-high-
way grade crossings.

‘‘(2) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—Regulations
issued under paragraph (1) shall, at a mini-
mum, require that—

‘‘(A) the penalty for a single violation shall
not be less than a 60-day disqualification of
the driver’s commercial driver’s license; and

‘‘(B) any employer that knowingly allows,
permits, authorizes, or requires an employee
to operate a commercial motor vehicle in
violation of such a law or regulation shall be
subject to a civil penalty of not more than
$10,000.’’.

(b) DEADLINE.—The initial regulations re-
quired under section 31310(h) of title 49, Unit-
ed States Code, shall be issued not later than
one year after the date of enactment of this
Act.

(c) STATE REGULATIONS.—Section 31311(a)
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(18) GRADE-CROSSING REGULATIONS.—The
State shall adopt and enforce regulations
prescribed by the Secretary under section
31310(h) of this title.’’.
SEC. 305. SAFETY ENFORCEMENT.

(a) COOPERATION BETWEEN FEDERAL AND
STATE AGENCIES.—The National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, and the Of-
fice of Motor Carriers within the Federal
Highway Administration, shall on a continu-
ing basis cooperate and work with the Na-
tional Association of Governors’ Highway
Safety Representatives, the Commercial Ve-
hicle Safety Alliance, and Operation Life-
saver, Inc., to improve compliance with and
enforcement of laws and regulations pertain-
ing to railroad-highway grade crossings.

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall submit a report to Congress by
January 1, 1996, indicating (1) how the De-
partment worked with the above mentioned
entities to improve the awareness of the
highway and commercial vehicle safety and
law enforcement communities of regulations
and safety challenges at railroad-highway
grade crossings, and (2) how resources are
being allocated to better address these chal-
lenges and enforce such regulations.
SEC. 306. CROSSING ELIMINATION; STATEWIDE

CROSSING FREEZE.
(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—

(1) Railroad-highway grade crossings
present inherent hazards to the safety of
railroad operations and to the safety of per-
sons using those crossings. It is in the public
interest—

(A) to eliminate redundant and high risk
railroad-highway grade crossings; and

(B) to limit the creation of new crossings
to the minimum necessary to provide for the
reasonable mobility of the American people
and their property, including emergency ac-
cess.

(2) Elimination of redundant and high-risk
railroad-highway grade crossings is nec-
essary to permit optimum use of available
funds to improve the safety of remaining
crossings, including funds provided under
Federal law.

(3) Effective programs to reduce the num-
ber of unneeded railroad-highway grade
crossings, and to close those crossings that
cannot be made reasonably safe (due to rea-
sons of topography, angles of intersection,
etc.), require the partnership of Federal,
State, and local officials and agencies, and
affected railroads.

(4) Promotion of a balanced national trans-
portation system requires that highway
planning specifically take into consideration
the interface between highways and the na-
tional railroad system.

(b) PARTNERSHIP AND OVERSIGHT.—The Sec-
retary shall foster a partnership among Fed-
eral, State, and local transportation officials
and agencies to reduce the number of rail-
road-highway grade crossings and to improve
safety at remaining crossings. The Secretary
shall make provisions for periodic review to
ensure that each State (including State sub-
divisions and local governments) is making
substantial, continued progress toward
achievement of the purposes of this section.

(c) CROSSING FREEZE.—If, upon review, and
after opportunity for a hearing, the Sec-
retary determines that a State or political
subdivision thereof has failed to make sub-
stantial, continued progress toward achieve-
ment of the purposes of this section, then
the Secretary shall impose a limit on the
maximum number of public railroad-high-
way grade crossings in that State. The limi-
tation imposed by the Secretary under this
subsection shall remain in effect until the
State demonstrates compliance with the re-
quirements of this section. In addition, the
Secretary may, for a period of not more than
3 years after such a determination, require
compliance with specific numeric targets for
net reductions in the number of railroad-
highway grade crossings (including specifica-
tion of hazard categories with which such
crossings are associated).

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
issue such regulations as may be necessary
to carry out this section.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. SHUSTER moves to strike all after the

enacting clause of S. 440 and insert in lieu
thereof the text of H.R. 2274 as passed by the
House.

The motion was agreed to.
The Senate bill was ordered to be

read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: ‘‘A bill to
amend title 23, United States Code, to
designate the National Highway Sys-
tem, and for other purposes.’’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 2274) was
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1 of rule XX and at the di-
rection of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, I move to in-
sist on the House amendments to S. 440
and to request a conference with the
Senate thereon.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees:

From the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure for consider-
ation of the Senate bill and the House
amendments, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. SHUSTER,
CLINGER, PETRI, EMERSON, LAHOOD, MI-
NETA, OBERSTAR, and RAHALL.

There was no objection.

f

REQUEST TO SPEAK OUT OF
ORDER

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I am inquiring is
this a 1-minute? What is the period of
time being granted to the gentleman?

Mr. GIBBONS. Three minutes, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has asked for 3 minutes. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

f

REQUEST TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE
FOR 1 MINUTE

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
order for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard.

f

REQUEST TO SPEAK ON POINT OF
PERSONAL PRIVILEGE

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on a point
of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair cannot entertain a unanimous-
consent request to speak on a point of
personal privilege.

f

FREE AND FULL DEBATE MUST
BE ALLOWED IN THE HOUSE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I do not
want to turn this body into an authori-

tarian dictatorship, but recently, in
the Ways and Means Committee I at-
tended a meeting regularly called and I
attempted to speak on a motion that
was being made. I was immediately cut
off by a parliamentary maneuver, and
not given a chance to speak.

b 1800

I have been here 33 years, Mr. Speak-
er. I do not believe I have ever seen
that happen, I know in the Committee
on Ways and Means, and I have never
seen it happen on this floor. I know
that my Republican friends are trying
to hide their Medicare program from
the American public, and we are doing
the best we can to let the American
public know what is going on. But the
kind of parliamentary procedure I see
around here now shocks me. This body
is going to be seriously injured if we
act in an authoritarian way and allow
no debate.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1817,
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 223 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 223
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 1817) making appropriations for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes. All points of order against
the conference report and against its consid-
eration are waived.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During the consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

House Resolution 223 is a straight-
forward resolution. The proposed rule
merely waives all points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration. This resolu-
tion was reported out of the Committee
on Rules by voice vote.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
on H.R. 1817, the legislation making ap-
propriations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 1996 is critical leg-
islation. This conference report appro-
priates $11.2 billion in fiscal year 1996,
the same as the House-passed bill, and
$2.5 billion more than in fiscal year
1995. Additionally, 40 percent of the
funds in the bill are appropriated for
family housing. Furthermore, $3.9 bil-
lion, 35 percent of the total bill, is ap-
propriated for base realignment and
closure. I urge my colleagues to sup-

port the rule as well as the underlying
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend my colleague
from Colorado, Mr. MCINNIS, as well as
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle for bringing this rule to the floor.

House Resolution 223 makes it in
order to consider the conference report
on H.R. 1817, the military construction
appropriation bill for fiscal 1996 and
waives all points of order against the
conference report. The Rules Commit-
tee reported the rule without opposi-
tion by voice vote.

The conference report on H.R. 1817
appropriates $4.3 billion for family
housing, $3.9 billion for base realign-
ment and closure projects, and $2.8 bil-
lion for other military construction.
The funds will allow the Department of
Defense to maintain adequate housing
for members of the Armed Forces. It
will also provide construction funds for
upgrading existing structures and
building new facilities.

I am pleased that the conference re-
port includes $10 million for construc-
tion projects at Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base. This includes $4.1 million
to upgrade a 40-year-old electrical dis-
tribution system that supports labora-
tories on the base. The funds also in-
clude $5.9 million for a much-needed
renovation of 66 units of housing at
Page Manor, a neighborhood of homes
for junior officers and enlisted person-
nel at Wright-Patterson.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further speak-
ers, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker,

pursuant to House Resolution 223, I
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 1817) making appropriations
for military construction, family hous-
ing, and base realignment and closure
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the conference report is
considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 14, 1995, at page H8954.)

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a par-
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state it.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I understand

the rulings of the House provide that
when the subcommittee chair and the
ranking member are both in favor of
the bill, that one-third of the time
shall be allotted to allow a Member op-
posed to the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
HEFNER] in favor of the conference re-
port?

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I am in
favor of the conference report, yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from North Carolina is in favor.
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] is correct. There could be a
three-way split of the time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would ask
that I might be allotted one-third of
the time being in opposition to the bill.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, we
have no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair assumes the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is opposed to the
conference report?

Mr. OBEY. He certainly is.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 2(a) of rule XXVIII, the
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUCANOVICH] will be recognized for 20
minutes, the gentleman from North

Carolina [Mr. HEFNER] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO-
VICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
we present to the House today for mili-
tary construction, family housing and
base closure recommends a total appro-
priation of $11.2 billion. This represents
a $479 million increase over the Presi-
dent’s request and a $2.4 billion in-
crease over fiscal year 1995. Mr. Speak-
er, this is the exact level of funding
which passed the House in June by a
vote of 319 to 105.

Mr. Speaker, the House conferees had
more than 200 differences to resolve,
representing over $1 billion. We have
done so in an equitable manner. At the
same time, we held to our priorities
and provided an additional $223 million
for troop housing and $186 million for
family housing above the President’s
request.

Overall, the agreement recommends
$4.3 billion for items related to family
housing; $3.9 billion for the implemen-
tation of base realignments and clo-

sures; and $2.8 billion for military con-
struction. In addition, $161 million is
provided for the NATO Security Invest-
ment Program.

Mr. Speaker, the projects to be im-
plemented with this appropriation are
still subject to authorization. While
that conference is ongoing we have
worked closely with the National Secu-
rity Committee in crafting this bill.
This cooperation has been invaluable
and I understand they support this
agreement.

As always, I want to express my ap-
preciation to all the members of the
subcommittee and especially our rank-
ing minority member, Mr. HEFNER, for
his cooperation in crafting this agree-
ment. It has been done in a bipartisan
manner and is an equitable com-
promise.

I would like to thank staff members
for their professional and expert help.
We couldn’t do it without them.

This bill represents an investment
program that has significant payback
in economic terms and in better living
and working conditions for our mili-
tary personnel and their families. I
urge my colleagues to support this con-
ference report.

Mr. Speaker, I included statistical
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Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I

reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. HEFNER asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of fiscal year 1996’s military
construction conference report and
want to compliment the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Construction for her fine work
in this bill. I would like to congratu-
late her also on presiding over her first
bill on military construction as the
chairman of this subcommittee, and
she has done a tremendous job.

I would also be remiss if I did not
congratulate the very fine staff that
has worked so hard in a bipartisan
manner to put together this—what we
consider a very, very good bill. I would
also like to say that over the course of
hearings on this bill we invited all the
services in, all the people that had any
interest whatsoever in military con-
struction, whether it be Members or
people in the private sector. We had ex-
tensive hearings, and we got a lot of in-
formation from people all over the
country and from individual Members
in this House on concerns that they
had, as far as it goes, for quality of life
for our military personnel and for our
families that are involved in service to
this great country of ours.

I think the gentlewoman basically
covered all the numbers that we have
come up with in this bill. It is some-
what over the President’s request, and
OMB has said that there could be some
concern and there could be the possibil-
ity of a veto of this bill, but certainly
we hope that would not be the case, be-
cause over the years we have worked
very, very hard in this subcommittee
addressing basically the quality of life
for our men and women in our Armed
Forces. We have continued to do that
and we believe that this bill furthers
the goal that will help us move forward
to have better quality of life and help
us with retention of the people that
serve so nobly in our Armed Forces.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 6 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, in the next 45 days, this
Congress will define—for years to
come—our top priorities. We will de-
cide how much we are going to gouge
senior citizens on Medicare; we will de-
cide how much we are going to threat-
en the quality of children’s education,
their ability to get student loans, their
ability to get the assistance they will
need in early childhood education pro-
grams.

We will decide how much we are
going to clobber low income senior
citizens, who are desperately strug-
gling to avoid a choice between heating
their homes and paying their prescrip-
tion drug bills and their bills for food.
Yet, this Congress is apparently ready
to pass a Pentagon spending bill which

will add billions of dollars to the
amount requested by the President and
the Pentagon leadership, and even on
this bill, that warped sense of priorities
continues.

b 1815

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
is $479 million over the amount re-
quested by the President in his budget.
It is almost $21⁄2 billion above the
amount spent last year, and that is a
28-percent increase in the amount that
was spent last year. Of that amount, a
significant portion is for what is
known as quality-of-life projects such
as barracks, child care centers, family
housing. I do not begrudge anyone any
of those projects, and I pose no objec-
tion to any of them. I have other objec-
tions to this bill, because this bill not
only exceeds the amount requested by
the President, but it adds significant
amounts for unrequested projects,
above the President’s request.

The conference agreement funds 102
unrequested projects, totaling some
$801 million. Again, it is no Federal of-
fense for the Congress to decide that it
is going to fund some items that the
President and the Pentagon have not
asked for. That is our prerogative.
However, I would point out that if we
compare the House add-ons and the
add-ons in the Senate, the Senate bill
added a total of $774 million, of which
only $303 million was for quality-of-life
projects.

While the conference agreement
added some $430 million for quality-of-
life, it also adds in excess of $370 mil-
lion for non-quality-of-life. It contains
funding for some 23 projects, totaling
about $150 million, which are not even
on the Pentagon’s 5-year construction
plan. That means that if we were to
give the Pentagon all the money that
they could spend for 5 years rather
than 1 year for these construction
projects, the Pentagon would still not
choose to fund those 23 projects. It
seems to me, at the very least, that the
committee ought to reconsider the
large amount of funding by which it
has exceeded the Pentagon’s 5-year
project request list.

Because of that, and because the
committee declined to further limit
those kinds of projects, I feel I have no
choice but to oppose the passage of this
conference report. I have served on this
subcommittee in the past, and I respect
each and every member who serves on
it. I would suggest that the lion’s share
of the projects in this bill are fully jus-
tifiable, but I do not believe, given the
desperate condition of the budget, and
given the excruciating competition for
scarce dollars, that we can afford to be
almost half a billion dollars above the
request of the Pentagon and the Presi-
dent for these projects.

I would especially suggest that when
we will be asked to vote very shortly
on bills which make severe reductions
in other programs that are severely
needed by working-class people in this
country—whether it be in programs for

low-income workers who are being
gouged by the loss of the earned in-
come tax credit, whose taxes are being
raised by recommendations, for in-
stance, of the Committee on Ways and
Means—we are going to be asked to
swallow packages like that at the same
time that we are being asked to buy
this huge increase in spending. To me,
it indicates a very warped sense of pri-
orities and a degree of excess that the
country neither can afford nor wants
at this point. Therefore, I would urge
opposition to final passage of the con-
ference report.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes and 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
HEFLEY], chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Military Installations and Fa-
cilities of the Committee on National
Security.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1817, the mili-
tary construction appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1996.

At the outset, as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Military Installa-
tions and Facilities, I want to com-
mend Chairman VUCANOVICH and the
ranking Democratic member of the
subcommittee, Mr. HEFNER, for their
commitment to working closely with
the authorization committee in put-
ting together a military construction
program for the coming year that ad-
dresses some of the most serious defi-
ciencies faced by the military services.

There is no question that critical
portions of the military construction
program are underfunded. For example,
the Army has provided testimony to
both committees that indicates they
would need $250 million per year over
the next 23 years to buydown the prob-
lem of inadequate and substandard bar-
racks. Yet, the administration re-
quested just under $201 million for
troop housing for the Army in fiscal
year 1996. This legislation provides an
additional $101 million above the ad-
ministration’s request in troop housing
for the Army.

The example I just gave reflects the
guiding principle of our joint approach
to military construction. H.R. 1817 puts
a premium on quality-of-life improve-
ments for service personnel and their
families. Those improvements will en-
hance readiness and retention.

Some question the level of additional
funding the Congress has dedicated to
this purpose. There is no doubt in my
mind that a careful examination of the
extensive hearing record developed by
both the appropriations and authoriza-
tion committees leads to one inescap-
able conclusion—the military con-
struction program is underfunded, and
serious problems have been left want-
ing.

This is a problem with deep roots.
Administrations of both parties have
permitted the Nation’s military infra-
structure to deteriorate. We are at a
crossroads and this bill is a milestone
to begin to turn the problem around.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Despite the criticism of some in this

House and the press, the facts are that
the dollars added for unrequested
projects to the military construction
appropriations bill are fewer this year
than in the recent past. At the same
time, more money has been put toward
troop housing, family housing, child
development centers, and medical fa-
cilities—all of which are needed by
military personnel and their families.
the quality-of-life package agreed to by
the conferees represents 60 percent of
the projects added to the bill. What we
should not lose sight of is that we have
consulted with the services on these
projects and they reflect their prior-
ities and their needs—not ours.

The conferees have done more with
less. They have made hard choices.
This legislation is essential to the
operational needs of the services. It
will provide the funding necessary to
conclude the base closure and realign-
ment process. More importantly, thou-
sands of military personnel and their
families will have their quality of life
enhanced by this bill. H.R. 1817 is a
good bill and it deserves the support of
the House—and the signature of the
President.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, my
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY], talked about poor chil-
dren, education, and he used the rough
language to scare the American people.
I would like to remind the gentleman
that the President cut defense $177 bil-
lion, and cost over 1 million jobs in
California. Ninety-five percent of edu-
cation is funded out of State tax reve-
nue.

We also, on a partisan line when they
were in the majority, extended Soma-
lia. We said, ‘‘It is going to cost bil-
lions of dollars.’’ We had to run out of
there with our tails between our legs.
Look at Haiti, another embarkation.
What would happen in Haiti? It is cost-
ing us billions of dollars. These kinds
of funds which we need to support the
defense of this country the gentleman
disregards.

Yes, there are a lot of critical issues.
They cut defense $177 billion. They
called for additional base closures.
Where do Members expect to put the
carriers and the military construction
when we close places like Alameda and
put millions of people out of work?
Think about it, I would say to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I had not intended to
get into a rehash of this, but if the gen-
tleman from California wants, I would
be glad to oblige for as long as he de-
sire it. Let me give some examples of
the absolutely stupid and unnecessary
spending which is being defended in the
name of ‘‘defense.’’

We start with the B–2. Despite the
fact that the major study being done to
determine what the proper level of pur-

chases for that airplane would be, de-
spite the fact that that commission
came back and told us that we ought to
buy 20, which is exactly what the Pen-
tagon suggested we buy, the great wiz-
ards of this House have decided that we
ought to buy 40. The additional cost of
each B–2 is $1.2 billion, and Congress in
its infinite wisdom, if it follows the
judgment of this House, will buy twice
as many as the Pentagon wants at a
cost of $1.2 billion per plane.

For the cost of just one of those air-
planes we could pay the tuition for
every single student, every single un-
dergraduate at the University of Wis-
consin for the next 11 years. I call that
widely outlandish and unnecessary and
stupid spending.

Next we have the F–22. It is supposed
to replace the F–15. When we started
buying the F–15, we were told it would
last us until the year 2015. Now we are
told we have to replace that baby years
early, at a cost of $70 billion. I make
absolutely no apology for thinking
that that is waste and that it ought to
be eliminated.

I would also point out to the gen-
tleman that after the seventh year of
the budget, the defense budget adopted
by this Congress is in fact lower than
the defense budget submitted by Presi-
dent Clinton. There will not be room in
that defense budget to fund every
weapons system that this House has
decided to buy. We are going to have to
eliminate a number of them.

I make absolutely no apology for
calling attention to the waste and stu-
pidity associated with funding those
weapons systems. I would be happy, if
the gentleman wants to rehash the en-
tire defense budget, to go on all night.
But I would simply say at this point, I
would repeat the original point I tried
to make on this bill. It has a number of
projects which the Pentagon itself
would not even put on its construction
list if we gave them 5 years’ money, let
alone the 1 year’s money contained in
this bill. I think that indicates there is
some spending here that ought to be
eliminated. I stand by my original po-
sition.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BUYER].

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I come
here to the floor to thank both the
chairman and the ranking member for
working out at times what can be dif-
ferences, but measured on the whole, I
think is a very good military construc-
tion appropriation budget. I came here
because I was hopeful I would listen to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] and whether or not he would ad-
dress some concerns and allegations
that he had made in a Dear Colleague,
and some press statements, and which
he did not come to the floor to retract,
so I came here to open up a colloquy
with the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] about having some ques-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, I understand the poli-
tics and things, and what he has done
is he has cited some examples of the
pork. He cited a fire station at Grissom
Air Force Base. He said, ‘‘There are nu-
merous reasons that this $4.25 million
project is not included in the Pentagon
planning list. First, except for a small
ammunition storage area used by the
Reserves, this base is being closed,’’
and he underlined that. ‘‘Second, the
base already has one fire station, which
in the judgment of the DOD construc-
tion authorities is more than adequate
to support the future operations at the
base.’’

b 1830

Actually, I ask if the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has received a
letter from me today to respond to the
factual inaccuracies.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. I concede no inaccuracies.
Mr. BUYER. Reclaiming my time,

then, the facts contained in the press
release of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY] are factually wrong and
inaccurate, and I am hopeful not with
any malicious intent. Grissom has not
been closed. For him to say that that is
accurate is completely false and some-
one is misguiding him. It has been re-
aligned to a reserve base. It was done
in October 1994. The Air Force has re-
quested funds to build the fire training
facility at Grissom in fiscal year 1996
and had the fire station placed on the
schedule for construction in 1998. The
House merely moves the request for
the station up 2 years for the facility
to be constructed within the reserve
cantonment area.

Grissom is home to the 434th Air Re-
fueling Wing. There is currently a pro-
posal to move the Indiana National
Guard helicopters to Grissom Air Force
Base as well.

I invite the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY] to look at these facili-
ties. He would know why we need this
fire station for readiness. He is being
misguided.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BUYER] in a letter to me
dated today suggested that the Air
Force base is not being closed as he
said I erroneously asserted.

What I asserted, and I stand by it, in
my letter, I said that the base is being
closed except for an ammunition stor-
age function, which is in fact the case
for active duty forces.

I would point out with respect to the
assertion that this proposal was sched-
uled to be on the 5-year Pentagon plan-
ning list, in fact, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has assured me that
this project is not included in the 5-
year plan. Just because the base com-
mander wants it included on the 5-year
plan does not mean it has been put
there yet.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Third, I would simply note that in

1991, as I understand this project, there
were some 3,200 civilian employees.
Now there are about 700. Yet we are
told that we need yet another fire sta-
tion when they got by with one, the old
one, before this base was significantly
downsized.

I stand by my view that this project
under those circumstances ought not
be funded.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I include
for the RECORD a letter from General
McIntosh, Chief of the Air Force, that
talked about the military construction
project, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
HEADQUARTERS U.S. AIR FORCE,

Washington DC, September 20, 1995.
Hon. BARBARA VUCANOVICH,
Chairwoman, Committee on Appropriations,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN: Congress has in-

serted a military construction project into
the Air Force Reserve’s fiscal year 1996 mili-
tary construction program. This project,
Construct New Fire Station at Grissom Air
Reserve Base, Indiana, at an estimated cost
of $4.25 million, is a valid Air Force Reserve
requirement and is not affected by the base
closure process.

MAJ. GEN. ROBERT A. MCINTOSH,
Chief of Air Force Reserve.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, to say that
this was just requested by a base com-
mander is totally inaccurate.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, taking back
the balance of my time, just because a
general wants it put on the 5-year list
does not mean it is there yet. It is not.
The OMB determines what is on that
list as the gentleman knows. It is not
on the list yet. It might be in the fu-
ture if somebody’s plans come true, but
it is not on the list yet, and that is all
we can go by.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I think it is
the U.S. Congress who is charged with
the responsibility to build the forces to
protect the Nation’s national security.
And that is extremely important.

Mr. OBEY. Taking back my time,
that does not deny the fact that it is
not on the Pentagon list. The gen-
tleman is erroneous when he asserts it
is.

Mr. BUYER. I say to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] that it is
absolutely false and inaccurate, and
completely disappointing.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on
the bill. It is not a perfect bill, but I
think it is a very good bill and it ac-
complishes a lot of things that need to
be done for our men and women in
service and for retention.

Certainly there are some things in
this bill that the gentlewoman from
Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH] and I would
not like to have been in this bill, but
we do have to go to conference and we
do have to unfortunately have a con-

ference with the other body. We do not
get a perfect bill on every occasion.
But we think that we have a good prod-
uct. I would urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on the
final passage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

I would simply make one additional
point with respect to the project that
was just discussed between the gen-
tleman from Indiana and myself.

As I understand it, there are some
2,600 projects on the Pentagon’s 5-year
list. What the gentleman wants this
House to do as I understand it is to
move his project ahead of those 2,600
projects. I do not think that is justi-
fied.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. BUYER. How many C–130’s are
headed to Wisconsin?

Mr. OBEY. I do not support purchase
of additional C–130’s.

Mr. BUYER. I do not recall the gen-
tleman moving to have them stricken
from the budget.

Mr. OBEY. I did not realize I was re-
quired to offer an amendment opposing
every item that I was opposed to.

Did the gentleman vote for my
amendments to eliminate the F–22 and
the B–2?

Mr. BUYER. No, I did not. I sup-
ported the B–2 bomber. If we have a
disagreement with it, that is fine.

Mr. OBEY. We certainly do have a
big disagreement. The gentleman
wants to spend a lot of money that I do
not want to spend.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to again
thank the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. HEFNER] for working so close-
ly with us to make a good bill. The
compromise of course does not ever
satisfy all of us, but we think we have
come up with a good conference report.

With that, I urge support of our con-
ference report.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the
conference report.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the

yeas and nays are ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 326, nays 98,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 680]

YEAS—326

Abercrombie
Ackerman

Archer
Armey

Bachus
Baesler

Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler

Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoke
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum

McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Shaw
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
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Traficant
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward

Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker

Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NAYS—98

Allard
Andrews
Ballenger
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Camp
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Coburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooley
Coyne
DeFazio
Dellums
Dingell
Doggett
Duncan
Ehlers
Engel
Evans
Filner
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)

Furse
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Harman
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Horn
Johnston
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klug
Lincoln
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martini
McDermott
Meehan
Mfume
Mineta
Minge
Nadler
Neumann
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Petri
Quinn

Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Roemer
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shays
Slaughter
Souder
Stark
Studds
Torres
Torricelli
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wyden
Yates
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—10

Hilliard
Moakley
Owens
Reynolds

Sisisky
Spence
Stump
Tucker

Volkmer
Williams

b 1856

Messrs. BRYANT of Texas, CAMP,
CASTLE, SCHUMER, MCDERMOTT,
NEUMANN, GUTKNECHT, and Ms.
RIVERS changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. FLAKE, JACOBS, and FOG-
LIETTA changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and that I may include extra-
neous and tabular material on the con-
ference report on the bill, H.R. 1817.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Nevada?

There was not objection.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 1976. An act making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 1976) ‘‘An Act making ap-
propriations for Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes’’, requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
MCCONNELL, Mr. BURNS, Mr. HATFIELD,
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERREY,
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. KOHL, and Mr.
BYRD, be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The message also announced that Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. THOMPSON,
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. LEVIN,
and Mr. REID, be appointed as conferees
on the part of the Senate on the bill (S.
219) ‘‘An Act to ensure economy and ef-
ficiency of Federal Government oper-
ations by establishing a moratorium on
regulatory rulemaking actions, and for
other purposes’’, in lieu of Mr. NICKLES,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. LEVIN, and
Mr. REID.

The message also announced that Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. ROTH, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. NICKLES,
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. EXON, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSTON, and Mr.
DODD, be appointed as conferees on the
part of the Senate on the bill (S. 4) ‘‘An
Act to grant the power to the President
to reduce budget authority’’ in lieu of
Mr. ROTH, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMPSON,
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. GLENN,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. EXON,
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSTON, and Mr.
DODD.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 99–498, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, appoints Dr. Robert N. Kelly,
of Kansas, to the Advisory Committee
on Student Financial Assistance for a
3-year term effective October 1, 1995.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1976, AGRICULTURE, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 1976) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments and

agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
Mexico?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. DURBIN moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, H.R. 1976, be instructed to agree to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 88.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN] will be recognized for 30
minutes and the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the motion instructs
the House conferees to recede to the
Senate number for section 502 rural
low-income housing direct loans. The
House-passed amount is $550 million,
while the Senate provided $1 billion.
The House-reported amount, however,
was $900 million.

Receding to the Senate for this im-
portant, necessary and popular pro-
gram will merely take the activity
back to the approximate level origi-
nally recommended by the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], my
friend, the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, and agreed to by the Committee on
Appropriations. Even at the Senate
level, the section 502 program will be
$200 million below the $1.2 billion pro-
vided for fiscal year 1995 and the
amount requested for 1996.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

b 1900
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, my good friend and

former chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Illinois, is offering
a motion to instruct the conferees to
recede to the Senate mark for section
502 direct loans for rural housing.

The Senate amendment provides for
a loan level of $1 billion, almost double
the amount in the House bill. The Sen-
ate mark is actually a little more than
the program level for the current fiscal
year.

The gentleman knows as well as any-
one the difficulty we had in providing
funds for the rural housing and devel-
opment programs given the severe
budget constraints we have been under.
However, he also knows that I and
many other Members regard the 502
program and other rural programs as
extremely important and I assure him
that I will work hard in the conference
with him to do the absolute best we
can for rural America.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00079 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the mo-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR-
BIN].

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs: SKEEN,
MYERS, of Indiana, WALSH, DICKEY,
KINGSTON, RIGGS, NETHERCUTT, LIVING-
STON, DURBIN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
THORTON, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. OBEY.

There was no objection.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks, and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material
on the conference report on H.R. 1976.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

f

CUBAN LIBERTY AND DEMOCRATIC
SOLIDARITY ACT OF 1995

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 225 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 225
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution, the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare
the House resolved into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 927) to seek
international sanctions against the Castro
government in Cuba, to plan for support of a
transition government leading to a demo-
cratically elected government in Cuba, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2(l)(2)(B) of rule XI are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed two and one half
hours equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on International Relations.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. In lieu of the amendment recommended
by the Committee on International Rela-
tions now printed in the bill, it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of H.R. 2347.
That amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. Points of
order against that amendment in the nature
of a substitute for failure to comply with
clause 7 of rule XVI are waived. Before con-
sideration of any other amendment it shall
be in order to consider a further amendment
in the nature of a substitute by Representa-
tive Hamilton of Indiana or his designee.
Such a further amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for one hour equally divided and

controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, and shall not be subject to amendment.
If such a further amendment in the nature of
a substitute is rejected or not offered, then
no further amendment shall be in order ex-
cept those printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. Each further amendment may be con-
sidered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for twenty minutes
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment except as specified in the re-
port, and shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question in the House or
in the Committee of the Whole. The Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may
postpone until a time during further consid-
eration in the Committee of the Whole a re-
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment.
The Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may reduce to not less than five min-
utes the time for voting by electronic device
on any postponed question that immediately
follows another vote by electronic device
without intervening business, provided that
the time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of questions shall be
not less than fifteen minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. Any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute made in order as origi-
nal text. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
BALART] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to include extraneous
material.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 225 is a structured
rule providing for the consideration of
H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity Act of 1995.

House Resolution 225 provides a very
generous 21⁄2 hours of general debate,
increased from the standard 1 hour to
accommodate various views on both
sides of the aisle, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
International Relations. The rule
makes in order as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute the text of H.R.
2347. House Resolution 225 provides
that prior to consideration of any
other amendment, it shall be in order
to consider a further amendment in the
nature of a substitute, if offered by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON] or his designee, which would be
debatable for 1 hour equally divided be-
tween a proponent and an opponent. It

also provides that the amendment shall
be considered as read and that the
amendment shall not be subject to
amendment.

House Resolution 225 makes in order
the amendments printed in part one of
the Committee on Rules report and de-
batable for 20 minutes for each amend-
ment equally divided between a pro-
ponent and an opponent and provides
that the amendment shall be consid-
ered as read.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the rule
permits the Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole to postpone and/or to
cluster votes on amendments and, fi-
nally, provides for one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

Now, Mr. Speaker, in order to accom-
modate the differences of opinion on
both sides of the aisle, we agreed, as I
stated earlier, to increase the general
debate time from 1 hour to 21⁄2 hours. I
believe that the debate will be impor-
tant, and I look forward to its com-
mencement.

At this time I would like to commend
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ], my dear friend,
the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN], the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH], and the many
others who are too countless to name
for their exemplary efforts in bringing
this bill forward.

I would also like to publicly thank
the leaders of our House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, Speaker GING-
RICH, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
ARMEY, and the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. DELAY, for finding time in the
House’s schedule this week and for all
the assistance they have provided in
ensuring its consideration in a timely
manner.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation con-
stitutes a powerful and very effective
mechanism for accelerating the libera-
tion of the Cuban people from the op-
pression that the dictatorship there
has been carrying out against the
Cuban people for over three decades.

Mr. Speaker, the Cuban people are
facing an avalanche of collabora-
tionism by governments and investors
in the international community who
are seriously considering, and in a few
instances, accepting, the Cuban dic-
tator’s invitation to come in and par-
take of his oppression of Cuban work-
ers, his guaranteed denial of all labor
rights, and his fire sale of the island at
dirt cheap prices to foreign capitalists
who agree to collaborate with him by
purchasing commercial property, prop-
erty that in many instances was stolen
from U.S. citizens.

This bill will stop the flow, Mr.
Speaker. This bill will stop the flow of
foreign capital to Castro. His last life-
line after the collapse of the Soviet
Union is creating a cause of action in
United States courts for United StatesVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 9329September 20, 1995
citizens against foreigners who traffic
in property that Castro stole from
those United States citizens. In other
words, and I would like to quote the
Speaker of the House on this: ‘‘If any-
one else in the world buys expropriated
American property from Castro and
they have property here in the United
States, we can then sue them in Amer-
ican courts to make them pay the
money they just gave Castro for the
property that was expropriated by Cas-
tro from American citizens.’’

In effect, this will end Castro’s possi-
bility of obtaining the cash that he
needs to keep his repressive machinery
going, Mr. Speaker.

With this legislation, the American
people’s Representatives will be saying
very clearly to those who are dealing
in property stolen from Americans by
the Cuban dictator: Do not do it, it is
morally wrong, and if you nonetheless
traffic in property stolen from Amer-
ican citizens, you will have to suffer
consequences in the United States for
your actions.

We will hear during the process of
this debate many arguments, I am
sure, that we have already heard at
length during actually 3 days of debate,
seemingly never-ending, on just a
handful of amendments in the Commit-
tee on International Relations and
again in the Committee on Rules yes-
terday. We will hear of course that this
rule is unfair from our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, though we
are providing, Mr. Speaker, about six
times more time for debate with this
rule than the last time that a bill re-
garding Cuba was brought to the floor
of the House 3 years ago under a major-
ity from the Democratic side of the
aisle.

We are also providing about 500 per-
cent more of an opportunity to amend
the legislation than when the Demo-
crats were in the majority. As we will
recall, Mr. Speaker, they brought the
Cuban Democracy Act to the House
floor under a suspension calendar. So
we are providing for what is, when you
count up the amount of time that we
are providing for debate on this impor-
tant issue, about 6 hours of debate.

Mr. Speaker, in the context of the de-
bate, we will probably hear things said
like, for example, that constructive en-
gagement is the way to treat the
Cuban dictatorship. Interestingly
enough, many people who were the
leaders against constructive engage-
ment with regard to the dictatorships
in South Africa or the dictatorship in
Haiti or the dictatorship in Chile,
many of the people who were against
so-called constructive engagement

with regard to those dictatorships will
probably be advocating for construc-
tive engagement with regard to the
dictatorship in Cuba.

They will probably say that it was
constructive engagement that freed the
peoples of Eastern Europe, when the
fact Eastern Europe was freed when the
Soviet empire could not compete with
the United States as it attempted to
maintain military parity with us, and
superpower status, and we denied them
the political legitimacy that they
sought with MFN in contrast to the
prior policy of so-called detente.

And then we will hear, I am sure, Mr.
Speaker, that the United States is act-
ing alone, that we are standing by the
Cuban people, but the rest of the world,
whether it is the Europeans or our
NAFTA partners, are busy trying to
collaborate and trade with the Cuban
dictatorship. We will hear that we are
standing alone. We will hear, for exam-
ple, of the Canadian company, I am
sure, Sherritt Mining, the largest pub-
licly held Canadian mining company
that has worked out a deal with the
Cuban dictator by which they mine
nickel, that mineral, in eastern Cuba.
They take it to Canada for processing,
and then the chemical waste, the
chemical waste from that process, Cas-
tro agrees that Sherritt Mining con-
sented, back to Cuba to be dumped on
Cuban soil and Cuban waters. We will
probably hear of that as an example of
constructive engagement and one way
to help bring freedom and democracy
to the Cuban people.

b 1915

We will rebut each and every allega-
tion with regard to arguments that I
am sure will be made that the time has
come to treat Castro nicely, that the
time has come to treat Castro like we
are treating the communist Chinese or
the Vietnamese.

The last argument that came to my
attention, Mr. Speaker, was that this
bill was going to cost a lot of money,
because there would be many, many
lawsuits brought by Americans in U.S.
courts to defend their properties stolen
by Castro.

I want to make clear from the very
outset that all residential property in
Cuba is excluded from even possible
consideration for the Federal courts
under this legislation, and I want to
make very clear that the CBO, and I
have the letter here, Mr. Speaker, the
Congressional Budget Office, points out
that the fiscal impact of this legisla-
tion is virtually zero. That is very im-
portant to point out, because we have
heard in the Committee on Inter-

national Relations and the Committee
on Rules many distortions with regard
to that.

One other distortion is, I am sure,
the bill is different than the bill re-
ported in the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. There were very
minor changes requested by the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and the significant change was
the deletion of the fiscal impact, which
is important to bring out from the very
beginning.

I think of all the arguments, though,
that I have heard against a firm policy
by the United States on behalf of the
Cuban people and against the dictator-
ship, we will hear it I am sure over and
over again, everybody seems to say
that they want Castro to go, that they
want democracy for Cuba, but that
they are against anything to achieve
it. In fact, some of our colleagues on
the other side will be arguing that the
way to achieve a democratization in
Cuba is by giving Castro cash, giving
Castro access to credits.

One thing that I think is particularly
insidious, and I would say ethically ob-
jectionable, is when the same leaders
who spearheaded sanctions against dic-
tatorships in South Africa, and even in
this hemisphere, in Haiti, call for help
for Castro, trade for Castro, credits for
Castro, that double standard is particu-
larly, as I say, Mr. Speaker, insidious,
hypocritical, and objectionable.

So we will debate this openly. The
bill is fair. It provides, as I say, for ap-
proximately 6 hours of debate, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON], chairman of the Committee on
Rules, in a communication in writing,
as well as verbally to the Members of
this House, stated a very firm deadline
for amendments to be presented before
the Committee on Rules for consider-
ation, and the amendments that came
in at that time that were timely were
permitted for consideration.

I must say that I was one who had an
amendment, it did not come in pursu-
ant to the guidelines set by the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules and
that amendment was not made in order
and I accept responsibility and I com-
mend the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON] for setting such a fair
way of managing our committee. So I
want to commend the gentleman for
that.

Mr. Speaker, we look forward to de-
bate on this rule. I believe that the
rule for this legislation is fair, and I
urge its adoption.

I include the following information
from the Committee on Rules:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 20, 1995]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 46 44 47 74
Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 15 23
Closed 4 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 2 3
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THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of September 20, 1995]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Totals: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 104 100 64 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 20, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 5 ............................... Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 101 ........................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 400 ........................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 440 ........................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2 ............................... Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 665 ........................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 666 ........................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 667 ........................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 668 ........................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 728 ........................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 7 ............................... National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–100; A: 227–127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 831 ........................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 830 ........................... Paperwork Reduction Act ..................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 889 ........................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 450 ........................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1022 ......................... Risk Assessment .................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 926 ........................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ....................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 925 ........................... Private Property Protection Act ............................................................................................ A: 271–151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1058 ......................... Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 988 ........................... Attorney Accountability Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ..................................... MO .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ..................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 956 ........................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ..................................... MC .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1159 ......................... Making Emergency Supp. Approps. ..................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 4 ............................... Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) ................................... MC .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1271 ......................... Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 660 ........................... Older Persons Housing Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1215 ......................... Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ................................................................... A: 228–204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 483 ........................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 655 ........................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1361 ......................... Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 961 ........................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 535 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 584 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 614 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) ................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................. PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1561 ......................... American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1530 ......................... Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1817 ......................... MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1854 ......................... Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1868 ......................... For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1905 ......................... Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) ................................... C ....................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1944 ......................... Emer. Supp. Approps. .......................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1976 ......................... Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2020 ......................... Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) ................................... C ....................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2002 ......................... Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................ PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 70 ............................. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2076 ......................... Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2099 ......................... VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... A: 230–189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) ................................... MC .................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2126 ......................... Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1555 ......................... Communications Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2127 ......................... Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1594 ......................... Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1655 ......................... Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1162 ......................... Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1670 ......................... Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1617 ......................... CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2274 ......................... Natl. Highway System .......................................................................................................... PQ: 241–173 A: 375–39–1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 927 ........................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity .........................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Florida, [Mr. DIAZ-BALART], for
yielding the customary 30 minutes of
debate time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we oppose this rule in
the strongest possible terms. It is an
unfair and an unreasonable rule for the
consideration of a major piece of legis-

lation that would, if enacted, have seri-
ous effects on our foreign and domestic
policy interests.

Procedurally, Mr. Speaker, this rule
and the bill it makes in order have
been handled in a most unfair and un-
usual manner. First, the rule itself:
Last Thursday, September 14, the gen-
tleman from California, [Mr. DREIER]
made an announcement on the floor for
the Committee on Rules describing the
proposed treatment of amendments for
H.R. 927. That was Thursday afternoon,

when I remind my colleagues, Members
were getting ready to leave or had al-
ready left Washington to return to
their homes and to their districts.

At that time Mr. DREIER informed
Members, and I quote him, ‘‘A
preprinting option will likely be in-
cluded,’’ in the rule for the Cuban lib-
erty bill. He went on to inform us, ‘‘It
is not necessary for Members to file
their amendments with the Committee
on Rules or to testify.’’VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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That was the information that Mem-

bers had and accepted in good faith
when they left Washington on Thurs-
day to return before votes on Tuesday,
at which time, according to Mr.
DREIER, who was speaking for the lead-
ership, Members should not expect
votes before 11 a.m.

Mr. Speaker, we were not privy to
the discussions that led to the reversal
of this policy that had been stated on
the House floor, but an extreme rever-
sal it was nonetheless.

On Monday, September 18, when most
Members had not returned to Washing-
ton from their work in the districts
they represent, since we were to have
no votes that day here in Washington,
the distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], our good friend,
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules, and a motion fair and decent
gentleman he is, sent out a ‘‘Dear Col-
league’’ letter announcing the post-
ponement of the Committee on Rules
hearing scheduled for Monday on H.R.
927 and rescheduling it for 2 p.m. on
Tuesday, September 19. We were told
the letter was not delivered in the
morning mail, so Members could not
have received it before 2 p.m. on Mon-
day, and it was undoubtedly delivered
to many offices much later.

His letter also contained a stunning
reversal, Mr. SOLOMON, of the original
leadership announcement of September
14. According to this new policy, the
House would consider H.R. 927 under a
structured rule, making in order only
amendments prefiled by the Committee
on Rules. Moreover, Members who
wished to offer those amendments were
required to file those amendments by 1
p.m. on Tuesday, September 19, less
than 24 hours after the receipt of the
letter.

Mr. Speaker, while we object in prin-
ciple to the prefiling requirement, our
objection would have been relatively
constrained. It is usable, and properly
so, I think, under some circumstances.
What we strongly protest, however, is
the fact that Members had been given
such short notice of this extremely re-
strictive requirement.

Not only that, Mr. Speaker, but per-
haps even more unfairly, if I may say
so, the majority of our friends on the
Committee on Rules, who should have
known full well that many Members
would be unable to quite meet this
deadline, refused to give any leeway or
grace at all to Members who filed their
amendments even a few minutes be-
yond the 1 p.m. deadline. We were, to
put it bluntly, astounded that a major-
ity on the committee refused to extend
this courtesy, which has been a cus-
tomary practice in the past on the
Committee on Rules, even though
members were already operating under
severe and unreasonable time con-
straints.

Several Members who drafted and
then prefiled their amendments with
the Committee on Rules have in fact
been shut out of the amendment proc-
ess on this very significant and con-

troversial piece of legislation. And if
those Members who learned somehow
of the change in the rule and were at-
tempting to comply with it are being
denied the right to offer their amend-
ments, we can only assume that others
who would have wished to take part in
this important debate were also denied
that right because of the unexpected
and untimely prefiling announcement
which arrived when they were out of
town.

In any event, Mr. Speaker, this is the
situation: Because of this unreasonable
restriction, the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS], whose two amend-
ments on the importance of ultra high
frequency capable television and the
Television Marti service were received
in the Committee on Rules only 15
minutes after the 1 p.m. deadline; the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
BALART], our good friend over there,
whose amendment on U.S. tele-
communications payments to Cuban
governments, was received 20 minutes
after 1 o’clock; and the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], whose
amendment making an exception to
the trade embargo for medical supplies
and staple foods and other emergency
supplies was filed 40 minutes late,
these gentleman will be unable to have
their amendments debated separately
during this historic debate.

Mr. Speaker, with respect to how the
bill itself was considered, the ranking
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the gentleman
from Indiana, [Mr. HAMILTON], testified
very convincingly of his concerns with
not only the substance of the bill but
also in the manner in which the bill
moved from his committee to the Com-
mittee on Rules. We think we should
all be concerned about those proce-
dures, which are being used more and
more frequently and are in effect sub-
verting the committee process.

First of all, we are rushing to judg-
ment on an important bill that is not
time sensitive in any way that we can
know about. The original intention was
to bring this bill to the floor in Octo-
ber. It has now appeared suddenly on
the House Calendar this week, giving
Members little warning that the legis-
lation had been put on the fast track.

But more important, more important
by far, the committees which have ju-
risdiction over the bulk of this bill, the
committees with the real expertise on
the questions of import policy, visa ex-
clusions, and, most importantly, Fed-
eral Court jurisdiction, which is
touched upon to some great degree in
this bill, abdicated their responsibility
to even consider this bill. That means
that the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, who have jurisdiction, have not
considered, have never considered,
have never considered, some very com-
plicated and controversial legislative
provisions that will be found in this
bill. The House clearly generally would
have benefited greatly from the work

of those committees on a bill of this
importance and of this magnitude.

So, Mr. Speaker, we have a modified
closed rule, and we have major com-
mittees waiving consideration of the
substantive bill. That means we have
lost contribution of too many Members
who have the expertise to monitor a
bill of this nature, and we are, with the
prefiling requirement, preventing them
from contributing their knowledge and
expertise to improving the bill on the
floor.

The report of the Congressional
Budget Office on this bill is highly un-
usual as well. CBO wrote that the bill
as reported, ‘‘could have a significant
budgetary impact through its author-
ization of discretionary appropria-
tions.’’

Appropriations, it said, could exceed
$1 billion. But amazingly, CBO goes on
to say, ‘‘We understand from commit-
tee staff that a committee amendment
would be offered on the House floor
that would strip the bill of an open-
ended authorization of appropriations,
and that would make certain other pro-
visions subject to further authorization
and appropriations action. Such an
amendment would reduce the bill’s
budgetary impact to relatively small
amounts.’’

In other words, Mr. Speaker, CBO ig-
nored the committee reported bill.
That is a practice we hope will not be-
come customary. Members deserve to
know the accurate estimates for action
that was actually taken by committee,
and not for amendments that might or
in fact will be offered on the floor.

Mr. Speaker, we might not be so
strongly opposed to this modified
closed rule with its restrictive prefiling
requirements on amendments if the
legislation itself did not mark such a
radical shift in U.S. policy, especially
foreign policy. Some of us, probably
not the majority certainly, believe
that we should be loosening the Amer-
ican economic embargo on Cuba, not
tightening its restrictions even fur-
ther. But that will be debated in the
times to come.

But as the New York Times editorial-
ized in opposing this legislation, and I
quote from them, too, briefly if I may,
‘‘Cuba has kept its commitments to
the United States on immigration.
With the end of the Cold War, it posts
no security threat to the United
Stares, yet the restrictions on Havana
are tighter than those imposed on
Iraq.’’

The President, to his credit I think,
has sensibly threatened to veto this
bill. It is a bill that should alarm our
allies, and apparently has, and the
business interests of this country. The
way we consider a bill of this mag-
nitude, whatever our differences of
opinion may be with respect to it, a
bill which would have such far-reach-
ing and serious consequences, should be
open and fair and reasonable. Instead,
we are being asked to take up a meas-
ure under a closed rule and to rush itVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00083 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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through in just a day and a half. We do
not support this procedure.

Mr. Speaker, we urge that the rule
for H.R. 927 be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, at
this time it is my privilege to yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON], the chairman of the Committee
on Rules, a great ally of freedom
throughout the world and specifically
of the Cuban people in their quest for
democracy.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me the time. I want to congratu-
late him for his tireless effort in bring-
ing this very, very important piece of
legislation to the floor. Let me also
commend the Committee on Inter-
national Relations for the bipartisan
spirit in which they have carried this
bill to where it is today, along with the
gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN], a member of the Committee
on International Relations, who has
played such an important role, and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
the Western Hemisphere.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that
while this is a structured rule, it does
provide for a very thorough debate of
the major issues associated with this
bill, the Cuban Liberty and Democratic
Solitary Act of 1995. As the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] has
said, the House will be provided a full
21⁄2 hours of general debate on this leg-
islation in which to discuss the provi-
sions of this bill, and it is a narrowly
focused bill, so that is, believe me,
more than ample time. This will allow
Members from both sides of the aisle to
engage in what I would consider to be
a meaningful discourse on this issue.
We have allowed exactly the time that
was requested from those that would be
in opposition to the bill.

Furthermore, the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], an oppo-
nent of the bill, is granted the oppor-
tunity to offer an entire substitute bill
in which he could address all of his is-
sues of disagreement and those issues
that were brought up by the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. BEILENSON]. That amendment will
then be subject to another full hour of
debate, which is more than ample and
agreed to by both sides of the aisle.

In addition to these 31⁄2 hours of de-
bate, the rule also makes in order three
other amendments, each debatable for
20 minutes, to focus the House’s atten-
tion on three specific elements of the
bill, and 20 minutes each was agreed to
by both sides of the aisle. No one want-
ed more time than the 20 minutes.
Therefore, this rule is fair, it is very
reasonable.

Mr. Speaker, in reference to the bill
itself, I would like to voice my strong
support for two areas of the bill in par-

ticular. First, the bill would prohibit
support for Cuba from international or-
ganizations or countries that receive
funding from the United States. That
means U.S. taxpayers’ dollars. This
prohibition is crucial to prevent the re-
occurrence of foreign countries, and
even foreign international organiza-
tions that we give U.S. taxpayer dol-
lars to, exporting totalitarian rule and
communism to this hemisphere.

Second, the bill would require the
President to reduce United States as-
sistance to the states of the former So-
viet Union by an equal amount to any
assistance or even credits provided by
that state to the Castro regime in
Cuba.

b 1730

Mr. SOLOMON. You know, we watch
what is happening in Bosnia and we
give the United States aid, again Unit-
ed States taxpayers’ dollars to the
former Soviet Union, the country of
Russia in particular. They in turn take
those dollars we are giving them. They
manufacture weapons, they give it to
the Serbs, to the country of Serbia who
then in turn gives it over, in spite of
the sanctions and embargoes, they give
it to the Bosnian Serbs to carry on the
genocide that has been happening in
that country there. That is just plain
outrageous.

The provision in this bill would pre-
vent that. This even tighter restriction
on the former Soviet Union will send
the message that the days of Soviet
meddling in the affairs of fledgling
Central and South American nations is
over. It is over and done with. We will
not and we cannot stand by and con-
tinue to send billions of dollars of tax-
payers’ money to the newly independ-
ent states of the former Soviet Union,
only to have these taxpayers’ dollars
rerouted to this despicable Communist
regime of Castro for use against the
very democratic pillars of our own Na-
tion and against his own people which
he persecutes in his country.

Mr. Speaker, I would just urge my
colleagues to support this fair rule and
to support this very important piece of
legislation so that our Nation can take
a firm stand against the last bastion of
communism in this hemisphere, and
that is Cuba.

I really do thank the gentleman and
commend him for all his tireless work
on this effort.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana, [Mr. HAMIL-
TON].

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
both H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and
Democratic Solidarity Act, and to the
rule which is now before the House.

Many Members remain quite unfa-
miliar with the details of this bill. I
will speak during the general debate
about why I think this bill represents
the wrong approach to U.S. policy to-
ward Cuba.

I am not concerned only with the
substance of this bill. I am deeply con-
cerned that this bill has been and will
today be considered in a manner that
subverts appropriate processes in the
House. This statement is not one I
make lightly or easily.

TIMING: RUSHED TO THE FLOOR

I was informed only last Thursday
that this bill would be scheduled for
consideration on the House floor this
week. We had asked repeatedly over
the last month and were told repeat-
edly that it would not be considered by
the House until October.

I do not understand the sudden rush
to place this serious piece of legisla-
tion before the House this week. Those
of us who oppose the bill would have
liked a little more notice about its
rapid jump to the top of the legislative
calendar.

OTHER COMMITTEES BYPASSED

Let me describe the process by which
this bill comes before the House.

The great bulk of the bill lies in
the jurisdiction of the Ways and Means
and Judiciary Committees—commit-
tees with real expertise that the Inter-
national Relations Committee cannot
claim on questions of import policy,
visa exclusions, and Federal court ju-
risdiction. Titles III and IV of the bill—
more than 50 percent of its content—
are almost entirely within the jurisdic-
tion of the Judiciary Committee. These
titles contain very complicated provi-
sions that will have a tremendous im-
pact on the federal court system.

Yet both Judiciary and Ways and
Means waived consideration of the bill.
Now I understand that is well within
the prerogative of a committee chair-
man, but I believe that waiving consid-
eration on a bill of this magnitude is,
to put it gently, not appropriate.

Let’s be clear: when you combine
waiving consideration with a closed
rule—like the one we are considering
now which makes only 4 amendments
in order—you have shut out those
Members of the House with the great-
est ability to improve the legislation.

Additionally, the bill being consid-
ered before the House is not the bill re-
ported by the International Relations
Committee, the only committee to act.
The text made in order by this rule in-
clude changes requested by another
committee chairman, without any
committee action. The bill reported to
the House by the only committee to
consider it included a section further
regulating sugar imports. The bill to be
considered under this rule does not
contain that provision.

The bill before the House also makes
significant changes in title II, the only
title exclusively in the jurisdiction of
our committee. The bill reported out of
the Committee contained an authoriza-
tion for assistance to a Cuba in transi-
tion. The bill that we will consider on
the floor has no authorization. In fact,
the bill before the House includes
changes almost identical to those con-
tained in an amendment offered inVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00084 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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committee that was rejected by the
Committee.

The changes made to title II appear
to result directly from the cost esti-
mate submitted by the Congressional
Budget Office. That estimate itself is
proof of the extent to which the role of
committee consideration and the
weight of a reported bill are being ig-
nored.

The CBO letter states that appropria-
tions for the bill as ordered reported
‘‘could exceed $1 billion’’ but prior to
providing this estimate, it states that

CBO understands from Committee staff
that a Committee amendment will be offered
on the House floor that would strip the bill
of an openended authorization of appropria-
tions and would make certain other provi-
sions subject to further authorization and
appropriations action. Such an amendment
would reduce the bill’s budgetary impact to
relatively small amounts.

CBO apparently no longer even ac-
cords committees enough respect to
provide a cost estimate specifically on
the action the committee has taken.

These changes represent nothing
short of a rewriting of the bill between
the committee vote and floor consider-
ation. In my view, changing the bill as
it was reported from the committee in
this manner is unacceptable.

THE RULE ITSELF

With respect to the Rules process,
Members were first told last Thursday
that it was ‘‘likely’’ that amendments
pre-printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD would be accorded preference
in floor consideration. Mr. DRIER stat-
ed at that time that there was no need
for Members to file their amendments
with the Rules Committee.

It was also announced that amend-
ments should be drafted to a substitute
that Mr. BURTON had included in
Thursday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
This announcement implied that most
Members would have the ability to
amend the bill.

Then, at noon on Monday—a day
when no votes were scheduled—Chair-
man SOLOMON announced that Members
should expect that the Rules Commit-
tee might report a structured rule,
that amendments now had to be filed
with the committee by 1 pm on Tues-
day, and that those amendment should
be drafted not to the Friday substitute,
but to a bill that Mr. BURTON intro-
duced that day. Effectively, this meant
that Members—most of whom did not
arrive back in Washington until Tues-
day morning—were given only a few
hours to submit their amendments to
this new bill, all 79 pages worth.

Several Members were actually able
to get amendments to the Rules Com-
mittee by Tuesday afternoon, prior to
the start of the Rules hearing on this
bill. And yet, not all amendments that
the Rules Committee received were
made in order. In fact, Mr. SKAGGS and
Mr. MCDERMOTT were shut out entirely
because their amendments arrived at
Rules after 1 pm.

However, it is my understanding that
Mr. BURTON’s three amendments were

late as well. But one of those amend-
ments was made in order by the rule,
giving special treatment to the Mem-
ber that wrote the bill—the Member
who needs special treatment the least.

The Rule does make a Hamilton sub-
stitute in order. Now that’s fine. But I
never requested that the Rules Com-
mittee make in order such a substitute
and I do not intend to offer a sub-
stitute. I simply do not understand
why the committee would make in
order a substitute that they know I do
not have while denying other Members
the ability to offer amendments that
they had drafted and ready to go.

At the Rules Committee hearing, sev-
eral of my colleagues stated that this
very restricted rule was acceptable on
this bill, because all the elements of
the bill had been considered many
times before. I take issue with that
statement. To the best of my knowl-
edge, easily one half of the bill—all the
property and visa provisions—are with-
out precedent. We are creating new
rights of action, we are creating new
reasons to exclude entry to the United
States. And we are doing so under an
exceedingly restrictive process.

CONCLUSION

I think I have made clear the extent
of my deep concerns about the process
by which this bill comes before the
House.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this rule.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I would like to take issue very briefly
with the distinguished gentleman from
Indiana with regard to his analysis of
how the bill has reached the floor and
specifically his analysis of the changes
that were made after the bill as re-
ported from the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and its arrival at
the Committee on Rules where it was
reported favorably yesterday.

As I attempted to state earlier, the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means made some minor rec-
ommendations that (a) make certain
that the bill does not violate inter-
national agreements; (b) made discre-
tionary some of the bill’s recommenda-
tions for assistance to a post-Castro
democratic Cuba; and, as been stated
by the CBO letter, ended the bill’s fis-
cal impact.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to my
distinguished colleague and dear
friend, the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN].

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the rule. This legislation is critical
if we are to help the Cuban people
break the chains that have denied
them the most basic freedom for 36
years. Today the situation in Cuba
seems to belong in the pages of a novel
of terror. The millions of people who
inhabit the island have no civil or
human rights. They do not have the op-
portunity to freely elect their rep-

resentatives. Instead, they are forced
to belong to a failed Communist party
which controls all activities. While
tourists and foreigners enjoy lavish
foods and amenities, the Cuban people
are left to struggle daily for simple
sustenance. Castro feeds the tourists.
He starves the natives.

The people hunger for the truth. He
feeds them lies. Dissidents are system-
atically persecuted, harassed and ar-
rested. All this to satisfy the thirst for
power of one man, Fidel Castro. For 36
years, this dictator and his Communist
thugs have turned a once prosperous
and developing nation into what ana-
lysts called an ‘‘undeveloping nation.’’
The roads which were once filled with
new cars are now invaded by inferior
bicycles. The soil, once plentiful with
food, is now desolate and barren, a
tragic symbol of Castro’s failed Marx-
ist ideology. In Cuba today, the repres-
sion of the regime remains unabated in
all sectors of society. Religious perse-
cution has increased in recent months.

One of the most notable victims is
Reverend Orson Vila Santoyo, a promi-
nent evangelical leader who was ar-
rested and sentenced to 2 years in pris-
on for allowing religious services in his
home. He was simply one of the victims
in a large-scale harassment of religious
institutions in that island. And perse-
cution and harassment against journal-
ists have also increased in Cuba. July
saw a crackdown by the Castro dicta-
torship on independent journalists.
During the first 2 weeks of that month,
it was reported that Rafael Solano Mo-
rales, the founder of a clandestine inde-
pendent news agency, Havanas Press,
and Jose Rivero Garcia, of the Cuban
Council of Independent Journalists,
were arrested by Castro’s police state.
Solano Morales stated, ‘‘This is harass-
ment and attempted intimidation of
the free press in Cuba, but it will not
have the desired effect.’’ He is one of
the 47 dissident leaders inside Cuba
who have publicly endorsed this bill.

In a letter which JESSE HELMS re-
ceived from Elizardo Sampedro Marin,
and I quote,

We support the alternative you propose. Its
approval will mean a definite turn in our
favor. We thank you sincerely for what you
are doing and we are sure that those who
criticize you today will congratulate you to-
morrow for your contribution to the process
of democratic transformation in Cuba.

It is valiantly signed by 47 dissidents
of 30 groups at great personal risk to
these individuals. We know that more
groups would like to come out and
more voices would like to be heard but,
similarly, harassment against human
rights activists has also increased.
Last May we saw a nationwide harass-
ment and detainment of these activists
and this crackdown was described by
the Human Rights/American Watch or-
ganization as ‘‘a kind of serious crack-
down. It seems they, the Castro re-
gime, is trying to scare them into leav-
ing the country.’’

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Castro
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not reform himself if it means reducing
his absolute power. Castro has to be
eliminated, not by redundant dialogue
but through swift and firm policies
against him as embodied in this bill.

Today we will hear from opponents of
this legislation that Castro is reform-
ing. We may hear about foreign invest-
ments in Cuba and how these investors
are gaining a windfall from these in-
vestments and how us in the United
States, we are losing millions. But
what you will not hear from them is
who benefits from these investments or
the conditions under which the Cuban
people must work in order to satisfy
these unscrupulous and immoral inves-
tors.

The reality is that Cuba today has
brought back serfdom to our hemi-
sphere. This is the best way to describe
the slave-like conditions of the Cuban
worker, for while Castro obtains the
hard currency he needs from foreign in-
vestors, he pays the Cuban worker, at
his whim, sometimes less than 5 per-
cent of this money. Moreover, Castro is
attracting foreign investors by promot-
ing the repression that subjugates the
Cuban worker. And that is why, Mr.
Speaker, we must pass this rule and we
must pass this bill today, in order to
affirm the rights of these individuals,
to say we are against this repression,
and we dedicate this bill in their mem-
ory tonight.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL].

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

b 1945

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule, but before I
state my reasons, I just want to make
it abundantly clear that I have the ut-
most respect for those Members of Con-
gress that seek to find democracy, as
probably all of the Members of this
Congress would want to see. I must
admit that many of them have strong-
er ties to Cuba and therefore their feel-
ings would be a lot more emotional.

By saying that, however, it does not
mean that I have any lesser feelings for
democracy. Certainly I am the bene-
ficiary of the democracy of this great
Nation, and I have fought when my
country has asked me to preserve de-
mocracies in other countries, specifi-
cally South Korea.

I too have stood up in seeking to
change dictatorships and hostile gov-
ernments that oppressed the rights of
people, yes, in Haiti and South Africa,
and suggested the tools of using embar-
goes when the family of nations
thought that this was an adequate
thing to do in order to bring down
those people who have a complete dis-
regard of the rights of other people.

When I thought it was not working in
Haiti, and before the President made
up his mind that he was going to send
in troops, I shared with the President

of the United States that I thought it
was time for us to review our embargo
against the people in Haiti.

Certainly in South Africa there were
nations all around the world who joint-
ed with us. As a result of the initia-
tives that we have taken, and even the
small role that I played in the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means to deny tax de-
ductions to U.S. companies in South
Africa that were deducting the taxes
they paid to the fascist government of
South Africa from their taxes, when
that was denied I supported it, and de-
mocracy ultimately came.

If I thought for 1 minute that the
family of nations thought the embargo
was the way to go, and that 34 years of
an embargo could ultimately lead to
democracy in Cuba, I would be stand-
ing with my colleagues saying, yes, let
us tighten it. Not only do I think the
embargo is not working, but I think
that we are now trying different ways
to see how we can just show who is
more for democracy, who is more
against communism.

We do not find this feeling on the
floor when we are talking about Com-
munist China. We do not find this sense
of being against communists when we
talk about North Vietnam. We do not
find this sense of communism when we
talk about the people in North Korea.
No, then we hear that America has to
free people through trade.

I sit on the Committee on Ways and
Means, which has some jurisdiction as
it involves trade. I am there, and I am
led to understand that the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement is going to
be good for America, that it is going to
create jobs as we tear down the bar-
riers of trade between nations.

I hear in the Caribbean Basin Initia-
tive, these poor countries, that we
should not give them fish, we should
teach them how to fish, they should be
able to trade with us. Trade, not aid.

Except for this little island there
called Cuba. They are excluded from
that. They are excluded from the North
American Free Trade Agreement, not
by other nations.

So we are being asked right here to
say that we want to trade with every-
body. We are the leaders in promoting
free trade, except we say we are pre-
pared to punish our trading partners if
they see fit, in their national interest,
to trade with Cuba.

How arrogant. How outrageous. Who
is the United States of America to tell
other people, people that we are beg-
ging to sit down at the negotiating
table to trade with us and other coun-
tries, that they should not trade?

But why do I oppose this rule? I do
not care how you cut it, something in
here deals with trade.

I am on the Committee on Ways and
Means. I have worked here a quarter of
a century in the Congress and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. Now for
the first time I am on the Subcommit-
tee on Trade. Better than that, I am
the senior Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Trade in the Committee

on Ways and Means. Even though I am
not nearly as important as I used to be,
trade issues come by my committee,
unless Republican chairman talk with
Republican chairmen and change cer-
tain things.

So along comes this bill, and where
would they send the bill? To a lot of
committees, but one of them was the
Committee on Ways and Means. I could
not wait for the bill. I could not wait
for it, until I found out that the Repub-
lican chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means got together with the
Republican chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs and said, can we
take out anything that would allow us
to have any interest at all in your
trade bill?

Sure enough, they did it, and without
a meeting, without discussion. Chair-
man ARCHER sends a letter to Chair-
man GILMAN, and therefore ranking
member RANGEL never sees the bill. So
we got a rule to tighten the trade
screws on this Communist nation,
Cuba. We have got to make certain
anyone that trades with her is pun-
ished. If anybody, foreign, American, it
does not make any difference, believes
that Castro took any property, come to
the U.S. courts and sue.

God forbid if other people start suing
America in foreign courts and expect
to get a return on it, but distinguished
chairman of Judiciary Committees and
things like that would straighten out
those little international law matters,
I am certain. Because in this Congress
you do not need a lot of hearings, you
do not need a lot of debate. All you
need is a lot of votes, and the majority
has got it.

Let me say this. This bill has nothing
to do with this mean-spirited dictator
Castro. It has nothing to do with pun-
ishing our trading partners who we beg
to come to the Uruguay round, to come
to the North American Free-Trade
Agreement. All this bill has to do is to
see how mean you can be in showing
who likes democracy best.

May the record indicate, Mr. Speak-
er, when it comes to supporting democ-
racy in this country around the world,
I want to stand up with those fighters.
But this is a bad bill at the wrong
time. It is not in our national interest.
The President is begging that you do
not put it on his desk. He is going to
veto it, and everybody who has worked
in any State Department, Republican
or Democrat, liberal or conservative,
knows that this is not in the national
interest of the United States of Amer-
ica.

I ask that we oppose this rule and
that we defeat this rule and get on with
our Nation’s business.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that
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New York [Mr. RANGEL], was eloquent
as usual. He is always.

I just want to say one thing to the
gentleman. He talks about it being ar-
rogant, trying to dictate trade policy
from other countries. But there is a big
difference, and I mentioned it in my re-
marks. When we are giving them U.S.
tax dollars, we then have an in to tell
them what they ought to be doing. If
we do not want to give them the tax
dollars, the gentleman is right, then we
should not be trying to dictate to
them.

Another thing is, he talked about the
NAFTA, whether or not that was good.
That is bad in my opinion. It has been
bad for upstate New York. It has been
disastrous, We are losing jobs every
single day.

He talked about North Korea. He
talked about China. There are some
Republicans on this side of the aisle
that do not think we ought to be doing
business with China because of their
terrible human rights record. The same
thing with North Korea. The same
thing with Vietnam and other coun-
tries. I just wanted to point that out to
my good friend.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RANGEL].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is my dear friend and I know his strong
feelings about protecting democracies,
wherever they are, and, using trade to
do it.

I would just like to say that I share
those feelings, but I think that we only
have one President at a time. I do not
care whether it is Republican or Demo-
crat. When it comes to trade and our
international interests, I think we
ought to give this President a chance,
as we did President Bush and President
Reagan. Our President asked at this
time, do not put this on his desk, and
I think he should be respected.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH].

(Mr. DEUTSCH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, if the
debate was just about the Torricelli
bill, the Cuban embargo bill, then I
think some of the comments that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL] made would be quite relevant. But
what I ask my colleagues to do is to at
least read part of the bill or at least go
through the index of the bill, the table
of contents or the committee report on
the bill. Because as the bill is now in
front of us as a substitute, this bill is
relatively narrow.

Let us talk about the specifics of
what it does. It only deals with foreign
companies, non-U.S. companies that
have in some way ascertained, pur-
chased, illegally confiscated property
in Cuba. That is all that it deals with
in its present form in front of us. That
is the bill. That is the issue in front of
the United States Congress.

Let us just again talk about what
that means, the specifics. It is a fac-
tory in Cuba, a refinery in Cuba that
was owned by an American citizen—
someone has left Cuba, now in Amer-
ica, or maybe even an American citizen
prior to the change in government—
that was expropriated illegally by the
Castro government and then sold to a
company, sold to a non-United States
company. That company now is pro-
ducing in that factory and getting the
benefits of the production of that facil-
ity, and an injustice is occurring.

What this bill says is there is a way
to right that wrong. The way to right
that wrong is to say and use some pret-
ty strong sanctions, and I agree that
there are strong sanctions.

My colleagues have mentioned some
of the strong sanctions: giving access
to the United States courts to the per-
son or, for that matter, the company
that has had their property illegally
expropriated and then sold to a foreign,
non-U.S. company. One of the sanc-
tions deals with visa rights of non-U.S.
citizens to even come to the United
States of America. There are some
strong sanctions in this bill to prevent
this from happening, but what I would
say is those are needed.

What we have seen, and again I point
out to my colleagues, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] as well,
that the Cuban embargo is really the
Torricelli bill that has been in effect
several years, not 35 years. The
changes that we have seen, and I know
Members speak to people in Cuba and I
have the opportunity to speak to peo-
ple, as well, who are visiting the island,
who have seen the island, the reality is
that Castro is holding on by his finger-
nails, barely holding on by his finger-
nails.

I urge the adoption of the rule and
urge the support of the bill.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN], the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 225, the rule making
in order consideration of H.R. 927, the
Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidar-
ity Act.

I thank the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DIAZ-BALART], the gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ], and the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] for their
decisive leadership on this important
issue.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 225 is
a fair rule that permits the House to
take decisive action on one of the most
important foreign policy issues in the
Americas. This rule provides ample

time for general debate—21⁄2 hours—
which will be evenly divided between
proponents and opponents of the meas-
ure.

I welcome the decision of the Rules
Committee to provide for a rule that
allows us to act on H.R. 927 despite the
crush of business at the end of the fis-
cal year.

Our committee held a lengthy mark-
up on this bill, affording the minority
ample time to offer and debate amend-
ments fully. In fact, we acted on a
dozen amendments that dealt with all
of the key issues in this legislation.
The bill, as amended, won a strong bi-
partisan vote of 28 to 9.

In response to concerns raised by sev-
eral other committees of jurisdiction,
substantial modifications are reflected
in the final text coming to the floor.

H.R. 927 is a sound and important
bill. I ask my colleagues to support the
rule so we can bring this important
issue to the floor

b 2000

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ].

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. BEILENSON], the distinguished
member from the Committee on Rules,
for yielding, especially since I rise to
support the rule and the legislation. I
appreciate him yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to strongly sup-
port H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and
Democratic Solidarity Act. I have
worked tirelessly on this legislation
since its introduction and written sig-
nificant parts of it.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation strongly
endorses the proposition that our pol-
icy toward the Cuban dictatorship
must address the hard and disturbing
realities of Castro’s tyranny, not the
unwarranted hopes for this dictator-
ship that some will maintain. It just as
strongly rejects the notion that we
must formulate policy toward Cuba’s
dictatorship as if it were not a dicta-
torship, as if it were a civilized mem-
ber of the international community. It
is not. There is no debate about Cuba’s
horrendous human rights record, its re-
fusal to allow free and democratic elec-
tions, and its wanton disregard for the
well-being of its people.

I support a structured rule on this
vital piece of legislation. The reason
that I support a structured rule in rela-
tion to this legislation is simple. Un-
like other far reaching legislation,
which covers a broad scope of issues—
this legislation is issue specific and
narrowly tailored to produce a de-
signed result. It can be accepted or re-
jected on the House floor. I believe it
will receive broad bipartisan support.

Do we want to be positive agents for
democratic change in Cuba or do we
want to squander the opportunity to
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free markets? I am concerned that mis-
placed good intentions will delay the
establishment of important transi-
tional organizations that will promote
freedom in this much oppressed coun-
try. I hope that the debate and amend-
ments on this carefully crafted lan-
guage will present constructive steps
to promote democratization and not re-
hash cold war rhetoric.

This is not the time to abandon the
bipartisan policy behind which the Na-
tion united for 50 years and led to the
ultimate defeat of totalitarianism. Ten
Presidents have waited for the oppor-
tunity to bring freedom to America’s
only neighbor that suffers under dicta-
torship. It is time to render this regime
to the dustbin of history and welcome
a new neighbor to the fraternity of free
nations.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 927. I am from
Miami, FL, and for the past 36 years I
have supported the Cuban people. They
live in Miami, a lot of them do. They
are excellent citizens. They work very
hard. I have bled with them, I have
wiped their tears, I have listened to
their pleas, and for many years I have
represented them on the floor of the
Florida House, even when there were
no Cubans on the floor of the Florida
House.

Mr. Speaker, I represent them now
on the floor of this Congress, and say
to my colleagues that this particular
rule should be supported tonight, if for
no other reason but for humanitarian
reasons; if for no other reasons than to
say we do not need a dictator in Cuba;
if for no other reason to say that if one
particular facet of our country is bleed-
ing, the Cuban people in Miami and all
over this country, then all of us are
bleeding.

Mr. Speaker, Castro is the last re-
maining dictatorship in the Western
Hemisphere and it is a brutal place.
The Cuban people will tell us. Do they
need freedom? I say yes. And why this
rule? By whatever means necessary. By
whatever means necessary to get Cas-
tro out of Cuba and to free Cuba for the
Cuban people, instead of for him.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues’ vote will
hasten final removal of Castro from
power. We must use some action other
than talk against Castro. So by what-
ever means necessary, let us remove
him.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in closing may I simply
say, especially to my Democratic col-
leagues and especially to those
amongst this side of the aisle who sup-
port the bill, everyone obviously is free
to vote as he or she may desire. But
however my colleagues feel about the
bill, the rule does not deserve their
support.

Mr. Speaker, not only is it not a fair
rule, but many Members were actively
misled as to what the provisions of the
rule would be and what would be re-
quired of them if they were to have
their wish to have their amendments
made in order.

There are perfectly fair ways, there
were and still would be perfectly fair
ways in which to handle this con-
troversial and difficult piece of legisla-
tion in the same amount of time. We
did not need to close down the rule this
way and in this particular manner. It
is unfair to many who are interested in
it.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge Members,
however they feel about the bill, to
vote against this rule so that in the
least we might have a fair rule under
which to discuss the bill.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HAST-
INGS].

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong favor of the
proposed rule.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I tell my colleagues
from New York, Mr. RANGEL, that I
dream of the day when 2 members of
parliament who disagree as deeply and
as passionately on an issue, that obvi-
ously is very close to my heart, will be
able to have discussions like we have in
this Chamber in a free and Democratic
Cuba.

Mr. Speaker, the question before us
is what can we do as representatives of
the great American people to acceler-
ate the inevitable liberation of the peo-
ple of Cuba from the dictatorship that
for over three decades has tortured
them and oppressed them. Now, after
losing the subsidy of the Soviet Union,
it is clinging on to power, holding on to
power with that last card available to
the dictator, foreign investment with
his fire sale at dirt-cheap prices of the
entire island.

Mr. Speaker, the action we are tak-
ing today in passing this rule and de-
bating and passing this legislation will,
without any doubt, accelerate the lib-
eration of the Cuban people. One issue
that the gentleman from New York
brought up, I think, is very important
to end with.

The issue is that we are acting alone
at this time in supporting the Cuban
people. But throughout history, it is
not the first time that the United
States has acted alone and it is not the
first time that a great power has stood
alone in the world in support of an op-
pressed people.

Mr. Speaker, I remember reading the
history of the American War of Inde-
pendence. At that time, Great Britain
was the great superpower and most of
the world was aligned with Great Brit-
ain against the struggle of the Amer-
ican people for freedom and independ-

ence, and it was basically France and
the Cubans at that time, who were
forming as a nation and who were still
under the flag of colonial Spain, who
came to the help of the American peo-
ple.

Here we have in this Chamber the
picture, the portrait of Lafayette, that
great French general, who along with
other countrymen of his, and Spanish
people, people under the Spanish flag
in the forming Cuban nation, helped
this Nation.

So, Mr. Speaker, we do not have to be
ashamed that we are alone standing
with the Cuban people. On the issue of
Cuba, we only have to be concerned
about standing with one people. On the
issue of Cuba, we have to be concerned
with standing with the Cuban people.
We will be proving that we are with the
Cuban people, and that is enough for
the great American people for their
conscience and their history that will
reaffirm the greatness of this Nation,
that in the 19th century alone stood
with the Cuban people after the Cubans
fought Spanish colonialism for half a
century.

Again, in this era it is telling the
international community if they go in
there and try to prolong the ruthless
dictatorship of Castro, they are going
to have consequences against them in
the United States of America.

Mr. Speaker, let us support this rule
and pass it and let us pass this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the res-
olution.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 304, nays
118, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 681]

YEAS—304

Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster

Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
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Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary

Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri

Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Richardson
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—118

Abercrombie
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bonior
Bryant (TX)
Clay
Clayton
Coleman
Collins (IL)

Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Dingell
Dixon

Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake

Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hefner
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennelly
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey

Luther
Maloney
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moran
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Parker
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rangel
Reed

Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stokes
Studds
Taylor (MS)
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden

NOT VOTING—12

Bateman
Dicks
Hilliard
Martinez

Moakley
Reynolds
Riggs
Sisisky

Stark
Tucker
Volkmer
Yates

b 2030

Messrs. WISE, POMEROY, GEP-
HARDT, FAZIO of California, and
HOYER changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

b 2031

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 225 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 927.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 927) to seek
international sanctions against the
Castro government in Cuba, to plan for
support of a transition government
leading to a democratically elected
government in Cuba, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. DUNCAN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]
each will be recognized for 1 hour and
15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], and I ask unanimous con-
sent that he be allowed to yield time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes of my time to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], and I ask unanimous con-
sent that he be allowed to control that
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, we received a copy of
a letter today from over 100 people in
Cuba, not Cuban-Americans, but Cu-
bans, and in that letter, they stated
their support for what we are trying to
accomplish here tonight. Some people
in this Chamber have indicated that
the Cuban people were not for the Bur-
ton-Helms or Helms-Burton bill, but
the fact of the matter is, many, many,
many are. I submit to you that a ma-
jority of the people of Cuba want free-
dom, democracy, and human rights and
that is spelled out very vividly in this
letter, and I would like to quote very
briefly from this letter one paragraph.

Mr. Chairman, it says, ‘‘The eco-
nomic embargo maintained by subse-
quent American administrations has
begun to make its influence, felt not
against the people, but against those
who cling to power.’’ And he is talking
there about Fidel Castro, Raoul Castro
and the rest of that Communist dicta-
torship down there.

Mr. Chairman, I would further like to
say that I am very happy that a mem-
ber of the Kennedy family, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], has chosen to endorse this piece
of legislation, and I noted in the rule
that just took place that both the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] supported the
rule, and I would like to read from a
statement by the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY], the neph-
ew of one of our great Presidents, John
F. Kennedy.

Mr. Chairman, he said, and I quote, ‘‘The
bill is a clear statement that the American
people stand arm in arm with the people of
Cuba in their struggle against a repressive
dictator, and that we will not back away
from being partners in our common fight for
freedom begun by my uncle, President Ken-
nedy.

‘‘We won the cold war because we never
gave into communism. By standing firm, we
brought down the iron curtain and saw com-
munism collapse in Europe.

‘‘The conditions which prompted President
Kennedy to start the embargo have not
changed.

‘‘Now is not the time to offer relief to the
Castro regime, especially relief at the ex-
pense of American citizens who had their
property seized when Castro took power.

‘‘This bill prevents the Castro regime and
foreign corporations from profiting off the
confiscated property of Americans.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00089 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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‘‘Let’s be clear, foreign investment in Cuba

means one thing, it is a lifeline to the Castro
regime.

‘‘It will legitimize an illegitimate govern-
ment.

‘‘It will offer protection to a man who
must be brought down, just like the com-
munist dictators of Eastern Europe.

‘‘It will postpone the day that the people of
Cuba will live in freedom and democracy.

‘‘President Kennedy looked forward to the
day Cubans would live in freedom. I share
this hope for the future and this bill will
help that day come soon.’’

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY]. I do
not know if he is here tonight, but I
want to congratulate him for that
statement and for supporting what his
uncle started back in the 1960s.

Mr. Chairman, our great Nation has
always played a leading role in the pro-
motion of freedom around the world.
The inspiration of our Founding Fa-
thers and the model of our Constitu-
tion are revered from Tokyo to Tim-
buktu, from Manila to Managua.
Though our example is followed all
over the globe, it is in our own hemi-
sphere naturally that the American vi-
sion of freedom and democracy has had
the most resonance.

Mr. Chairman, it is therefore a par-
ticular tragedy that the island of Cuba,
so close to the shores of the United
States and with which our Nation has
such a long shared history and inter-
action, is still captive to the whims of
a megalomaniacal dictator, Fidel Cas-
tro.

Freedom in Cuba is a concern not
only for Cuban-Americans but for all
Americans. Cuba is the last dictator-
ship in this hemisphere and the only
holdout against a democratic tide. A
free Cuba will benefit not only its own
people, but the people of the Caribbean
and Latin America.

The economic potential of Cuba is ab-
solutely tremendous. Before the com-
munist revolution, the Cuban people
enjoyed one of the highest standards of
living in Latin America, but today,
after 36 years of Castro’s mismanage-
ment and communism, corruption, and
the communist failure, the Cuban peo-
ple suffer with the lowest per capita in-
come in the Western Hemisphere, with
the possible exception of Haiti. Let me
restate that. They were the best econ-
omy in Latin America when Castro
took power and now they are the abso-
lute worst. That tells us what com-
munism does.

The people of Cuba deserve to join
the ranks of the millions of people
around the world freed in recent years
from the communist yoke. They yearn
to be able to enjoy the benefits of the
free market, of free trade, of invest-
ment and opportunity.

Mr. Chairman, with Castro in power,
such dreams are impossible. Castro is
determined to hold on to power no
matter what the cost to his own peo-
ple. His motto is still, and he said this
just recently, socialism or death. That
tells you he is in no mood to change. It
is quite clear that he is not at all inter-

ested in reform, economic or political,
for such a move would spell the end of
his cruel and vicious dictatorship.

Oscar Arias said not too long ago,
‘‘There is no will to reform in the Cas-
tro regime.’’ The changes that have
been made in recent years by the Cas-
tro regime have been taken out of des-
peration and are only intended to per-
petuate Castro’s rule. The fall of the
Soviet Union and the East Bloc, the so-
called evil empire, meant the end of an
annual $6 billion in subsidies to Castro.
This means that the Cuban economy is
in free fall today, having declined by 60
percent since 1989.

Castro is increasingly desperate for
foreign currency. The only thing that
can keep his regime in power. This is
precisely the reason that he has em-
barked on a campaign to encourage for-
eign investment at the expense of
Americans who had their property con-
fiscated. It is this very lifeline that we
must deny to this cruel dictatorship.
Our bill is the tool that will deny him
his last hope for keeping his regime in
power.

Let no one believe the silly argument
that the continuation of the embargo
harms American business. What kind
of business opportunities exist in a pa-
thetic dictatorship where no respect
for property rights exists, where in-
vestment from the outside is tightly
controlled, and where the economy is
moving backward at a very rapid rate,
I might add, a process that has been de-
scribed as dedevelopment.

Mr. Chairman, Freedom House rated
Cuba dead last, dead last, even behind
Somalia in terms of economic freedom
in the entire world. Cuba is dead last in
the world as far as business oppor-
tunity is concerned. It seems to me
that despite all the rhetoric and propa-
ganda, Cuba is just not a good business
risk as long as Castro is in power. This
is especially so given his track record.
This is the same guy who confiscated
$2 billion, that is 2,000 million dollars
worth of U.S. property in 1962 dollars.

Even without these obvious risks,
companies investing in Castro’s Cuba
today should remember that they will
probably not be welcome in a Demo-
cratic Cuba tomorrow. I think that
point needs to be made. Those who in-
vest in Cuba today, who buy con-
fiscated real estate and property, they
are certainly not going to be welcome
by those who are in a freely and demo-
cratically elected government in Cuba.

Mr. Chairman, besides the business
dimension, there is a very serious
moral dimension involved. Cuba, ac-
cording to every single international
human rights organization, every one
without exception, is one of the worst
violators in the world. Hundreds are
still in prison for their political beliefs.
Since Castro seized power, thousands
have been imprisoned, killed, exiled
and tortured.

Just last year, and this is very im-
portant—I hope my colleagues will pay
attention to this—just last year, a tug
boat called the March 13th, full of men,

women, and children, was purposely
rammed and sunk by Castro’s thugs.
Over 70 innocent women and children
and men drowned. They pulled their
boat up, the navy of Castro, alongside
this boat with women holding their
children over their heads and they di-
rected the hoses at them. When the
women took the children down into the
hold of the boat, they pulled up along-
side, directed their hoses into the hold
and drowned those innocent women
and children just like rats.

Mr. Chairman, that is the kind of
government we are talking about. The
Cuban people continue to have their
basic rights denied and there is no hope
for change under Castro. He has made
that very clear. He referred to Gorba-
chev as a traitor to communism. This
is not a man who will ever reform.

Our bill, Mr. Chairman, is a beacon of
hope for the people of Cuba. I have here
a letter written by the leader of a
major democracy movement I alluded
to a moment ago and signed by well
over 100 activists. They state very
clearly once again that the Cuban peo-
ple support what we are trying to do
here and take comfort from it.

There are two major reasons to sup-
port our bipartisan bill, Mr. Chairman.
First, it is in the U.S. interest to do so.
Democracy in our hemisphere is bene-
ficial to all of us and Cuba is today the
skunk in the garden party of hemi-
spheric democracy. Our bill will hasten
democracy in Cuba. It is also in our in-
terests because American citizens de-
serve the right, deserve the right, as
was stated by the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ] a few moments
ago, to sue to recover their stolen prop-
erty. Our bill will give them that right.

The second major reason to support
the bill is that morally it is the right
thing to do and America always tries
to do what is right and just. Our
Founding Fathers firmly believed that
freedom is the deserved legacy of all
people wherever they may be around
the world. In promoting freedom for
the people of Cuba, our neighbors, our
brothers, we do nothing less than fol-
low in the hallowed footsteps of our
own Founding Fathers.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. JOHN-
STON].

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to strongly support
H.R. 927. I acknowledge the sponsor’s
intention in hastening Castro’s down-
fall, which I would like also, yet I be-
lieve that both the premises and the
specifics of the bill are fatally flawed.

I believe sincerely that the bill will
backfire. First, the bill will give Castro
the nationalist card again that he al-
ways plays. He has learned to thrive in
the face of U.S. hostility.

b 2045
Let us not give him another chance

to rally his people around the Amer-
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in this bill will give Castro another
chance to play the victim. Every time
we have him on the ropes, we allow
him to escape with another embargo.
We are the only country in the world
that has embargoed this nation. This
dictator will again blame the United
States for Cuba’s economic problems
and he will likely throw open his bor-
ders again for another boatlift across
the Florida Straits, inundating South
Florida.

As a representative of south Florida
and a native there, I am very con-
cerned about the strain of the boatlift
again. This is like the Tale of Two
Cities. It is the best of times and the
worst of times. The best of times is the
quality of the people who have come to
the United States from Cuba, three of
whom are in the Chambers tonight, the
gentleman from Florida, LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida, ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, BOB
MENENDEZ.

The worst of times is the quantity of
people who have come from Cuba to the
United States. Over 10 percent of the
Cuban population, 700,000 people, now
reside in Dade, Broward and Palm
Beach County. As they say, they are
great citizens, but the strain of the in-
frastructure from any large immigra-
tion of that nature puts a great strain
on the infrastructure. It has nothing to
do with ethnicity. They could be Nor-
wegian or Japanese or Germans, but
700,000, 10 percent, is too many, and I
again am afraid it would open the
doors.

I lived in south Florida in 1959 when
Batista fell. I was in there in 1980 for
Mariel, and I still live there. The provi-
sions of this bill play right into his
hands, and Cuba’s communism will
pass of a natural cause. It seems to me
that every time he gets in trouble, we
throw him a life jacket.

Let us not continue to prop up Castro
with another self-defeating measure as
this resolution. According to Carl
Hiaasen, a respected columnist for the
Miami Herald, and I quote, ‘‘The man
has outlasted eight United States
presidents and the trade embargo sits
in Havana waiting for the next page of
his script. He has been acting the same
sorry play for 35 years because we keep
giving him the material.’’ Castro’s ma-
terial is the nationalist trump card,
and let us not give it to him again.

Second, this legislation is based on a
false premise that cutting off Cuba eco-
nomically and politically will expedite
his fall. To the contrary, I believe that
a free flow of political and economic
ideas is critical to the downfall of com-
munism, just like it was in Eastern Eu-
rope when we allowed the Hungarians
and the Rumanians and the Poles to
look over the fence, they threw over
communism and they threw over their
dictator.

We have had this embargo in place
now, as I said, eight presidents and now
33 years, and Castro is still with us.
The way to get rid of him is, and I

quote now from Stephen Rosenfeld of
the Washington Post, ‘‘We had reason
for concern in the days of Soviet ad-
venturism and Cuba revisionism and
subversion. But now Cuba represents
no threat and it is a failed revolution
to boot. The embargo has been on for 33
years. Is not a third of a century a suf-
ficient test of whether our policy is
working?’’

I believe it is time to change. It is
time to lift the embargo. We should
seek a policy of positive engagement
with the Cuban people, not with Fidel
Castro, a policy which has dem-
onstrated a track record in lessening
and weakening the grip of communism.
We share all the goals of encouraging a
peaceful transition in Cuba, a transi-
tion with as little human suffering as
possible.

I have talked to Cuban-Americans in
south Florida who believe that if we
had changed our policy earlier, Mariel
would have never happened and Castro
would have been long gone. Simply put,
the embargo has failed. Clearly, my
major objection to the bill is philo-
sophical. Yet I have another one with
somewhat more objective specifics.
Several provisions of the bill call for
extraterritorial reach of the United
States law which is highly question-
able under international law.

I strongly urge that this bill be de-
feated.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I am very happy to yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN],
the very competent and fine leader of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the Cuban Liberty and
Democratic Solidarity [LIBERTAD]
Act does more than ‘‘stiffen sanctions’’
on Cuba. It has three constructive ob-
jectives:

To bring an early end to the Castro
regime by cutting off capital that
keeps the regime afloat;

To start planning now for United
States support to a democratic transi-
tion in Cuba;

And, to help protect property con-
fiscated from United States citizens
that is being exploited today by foreign
companies that are profiting at the ex-
pense of the Cuban people.

By passing this LIBERTAD Act with
wide bipartisan support, Congress will
force the Clinton administration to
turn its energies to bringing about gen-
uine, fundamental change that we all
want in Cuba.

This legislation advocates a respon-
sible course to encourage and support
genuine, fundamental reforms in Cuba.
And, in the meantime, it helps protect
the property of U.S. citizens until they
can reclaim it under a democratic gov-
ernment.

Mr. BURTON has worked with a strong
bipartisan coalition. With the help of

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. DIAZ-BALART,
Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. TORRICELLI, he
has fashioned a sound piece of legisla-
tion.

The Burton bill will make a dif-
ference for the better in Cuba and ad-
vance one of our most critical foreign
policy objectives in the Americas.

Some critics of this legislation have
argued that we should abandon our em-
bargo as a relic of the cold war. I dis-
agreed with these activists when they
advocated a softer line on Castro when
he still had troops in Africa and surro-
gates in Latin America. And I disagree
with those critics today.

However, we do agree that it is im-
moral to accept the status quo without
taking new measures now to hasten de-
finitive change in Cuba. Based on a fair
reading of the facts, I believe the Bur-
ton bill leads in the right direction.

We must consider that Castro did not
feel the brunt of our embargo until the
$4 to $5 billion in annual Soviet sup-
port dried up in the last few years. To
put the size of this Soviet support in
perspective, total United States eco-
nomic assistance to all of Latin Amer-
ica and the Caribbean, with 40 times
Cuba’s population, exceeded $2 billion
in only 7 of the last 35 years. Deprived
of the Soviet subsidy, Cuba’s economy
has shrunk by 50 percent since 1989.

Those who have tried to cajole Castro
toward reform have failed miserably.
For decades he has flatly rebuffed the
approaches of such friends as Mexico
and Spain. And he has rejected the
trend to democracy and respect for
human rights in the Americas.

Despite their efforts to encourage re-
form through dialog, Castro’s eager
trading partners in Europe, Canada,
and elsewhere are left to grumble
about continued systematic, omni-
present repression in Cuba.

The 1994 report of the Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights ob-
served:

The human rights situation in Cuba is ex-
tremely serious * * *. The deterioration in
living conditions, the repressive control ex-
ercised by the state through the security
agencies against individuals and groups who
differ with the regime, and the extreme eco-
nomic difficulties * * * caused a mass exodus
of persons who put out to sea on makeshift
rafts in search of new horizons, despite the
fact that they were taking their lives in
their hands by doing so.

For those who are quick to blame
Cuba’s desperate condition on United
States policy, the Commission, which
is respected for its fierce independence,
observed, ‘‘The Cuban crisis has, pri-
marily, deep internal roots.’’

However, instead of adopting genuine
reforms that would liberate an econ-
omy that flourished before his revolu-
tion, on September 5 Castro approved a
foreign investment law in a desperate
effort to raise capital.

His so-called reform does just enough
to attract unscrupulous investors with
the opportunity to exploit Cuban work-
ers who are paid a slave’s wages and
forbidden to strike. These investors are
also attracted by property that was il-
legally confiscated from Americans.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00091 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Ironically, even the corporate scav-
engers who have been looking to make
a quick buck in Cuba have panned Cas-
tro’s new foreign investment law:

The reason is that private property
still does not exist in Cuba, so inves-
tors cannot take title to property. Cas-
tro retains absolute right to cancel all
ventures, with the property involved
reverting to the state. And, the regime
will continue to control the labor sup-
ply and dictate contract terms.

These are not real reforms that bene-
fit the Cuban people. By thwarting Cas-
tro’s effort to hold on to power, we are
sparing the Cuban people further ex-
ploitation and helping bring their dic-
tator down.

How does the Cuban Liberty and
Democratic Solidarity Act propose to
break this tragic status quo?

First, it reaffirms longstanding Unit-
ed States policy toward Cuba, turning
back efforts within the Clinton admin-
istration to warm relations with the
regime.

Second, it requires the President to
plan now to support a democratic tran-
sition, and it sets principled conditions
under which the embargo will be sus-
pended and certain types of U.S. assist-
ance could be provided to a new gov-
ernment.

Third, it allows U.S. nationals to sue
foreigners who exploit property stolen
from them by the Castro regime. The
simple purpose of this provision is to
pose a stark choice between trading
with Castro and trading with the Unit-
ed States.

Mr. Chairman, it simply makes no
sense to lift our embargo just as the
Castro regime is on the ropes like
never before.

Normalizing relations without verify-
ing fundamental political and eco-
nomic reforms would merely resusci-
tate a fading dictator who is the chief
obstacle to real reform. Trade with
Cuba today only benefits the repressive
ruling class, prolongs Cuba’s anguish
and structural poverty, and destroys
United States credibility with the
Cuban people.

Mr. TORRECELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey, for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to rise in
strong support for this legislation and
to acknowledge the bipartisan support
of the legislation by the gentlemen
from Indiana, Mr. BURTON, and to
thank my friends, the gentlemen from
New Jersey, Mr. TORRICELLI and Mr.
MENENDEZ, for their excellent leader-
ship on this issue.

If we have learned anything in the
last 10 years, we learned that Ameri-
ca’s greatest asset is not our military
might or our industrial or economic
strength. It is the power of our ideals
and the impact that those ideals have
on people around the world. Some peo-
ple argue against this bill by saying

America should not be out their by
ourselves. I was proud that we were the
first to step forward in many ways and
lead the effort to dismantle the apart-
heid regime in South Africa. We did
things by ourselves in that effort that
we should have done. On the day, Mr.
Speaker, that I took office as a Mem-
ber of Congress, Nelson Mandela was in
prison. Today, he is president of his
country in a free election.

There are those who say that the best
policy is incremental change, negotia-
tion with those who would suppress
human rights, as Castro has done.
There were those who said that about
the Soviet Union, and I think that one
of the lessons of the 1980s is that where
you meet tyranny with appeasement,
where you meet tyranny with incre-
mental change, you get more tyranny,
not more progress.

There are those, and this is the
toughest argument, who would oppose
this bill because they talk of the very
real plight and very real suffering of
the Cuban people. Certainly we are
sympathetic to that but we have come
to this conclusion. As we did with the
people of Eastern Europe where there
was suffering, when we stood firm
against the tyranny of the former Com-
munist rulers in Eastern Europe, when
we took the side of freedom and human
rights, we have today achieved a result
where we are no longer worried about
leaders exploiting the freedom of their
people. We are worried about people ex-
ploiting their freedom to the best use
of their countryman and country-
women.

The time has come for us to once
again take the lead on the inter-
national scene, to stand behind our
principles with our actions and our dol-
lars and to support this piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, our own enlightened
self-interest ought to be our guide to a
pragmatic policy with respect to Cuba.
Instead, we have in this bill yet an-
other iteration of an outdated, out-
moded ideology, mindless isolation.
What is the United States self-interest
here? What should be our objective? It
should be a peaceful transition to a
Cuba with an open economic system
and a democratic political system.
What is the best way to achieve that
objective? I submit that our recent ex-
perience is instructive here, our experi-
ence with the Soviet Union, our experi-
ence with Eastern Europe, our experi-
ence with China and even Vietnam, and
that is an experience of engagement;
engagement economically with trade
and investment, showing the virtues of
our economic system on the ground, in
person, in their face.

Engagement ideologically with the
free exchange of information and peo-

ple, unimpeded travel of human beings
and ideas. Our engagement culturally,
cultural exchange, humanitarian in-
volvement.

What are we afraid of here? We
should be so encouraged by the ulti-
mate success that we have enjoyed
with the former Communist world and
that we will enjoy with the soon-to-be
former Communist world that we
should be itching to apply the same
lessons, the same strategy in Cuba.
What are we afraid of? A small island
nation with no strategic allies and a
failed economic and political system.

Only a few weeks ago this House ac-
cepted the wisdom of a strategy that
began with Richard Nixon, a strategy
of engagement with respect to China in
extending MFN another year. As much
as we despise the human rights abuses,
the political tyranny and all the rest
that is objectionable in China, we un-
derstand that it is in our self-interest
to engage with them on a broad range
of activities, just as we did with the
Soviets.
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Just as we did with the Soviets, we
understand that with regard to China
that ultimately poses much greater
risks to this country than Cuba, and we
acted on that understanding precisely
because we know that engagement po-
litically, economically, culturally,
that engagement holds out the best
hope of avoiding those very risks, eco-
nomic or military.

Why is that strategy not just as valid
for Cuba? Perhaps because U.S. policy
with respect to Cuba has for too long
been captive of a hard-line ideology, an
ideology driven by a group that may be
more interested in settling old scores
than setting a new course.

This bill takes U.S. policy in Cuba in
exactly the wrong direction. It is abso-
lutely contrary to the long-term self-
interests of the United States. It will
increase the prospect of a violent
change that could present a real secu-
rity and immigration crisis for the
United States.

Let us learn from recent history, Mr.
Chairman. Have the courage to say
‘‘no’’ to narrow ideology, to say ‘‘no’’
to special-interest-group domination of
U.S. policy toward Cuba, and ‘‘no’’ to
this bill.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 seconds.

We had an embargo against South Af-
rica, against Haiti just recently,
against Libya. My colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, many of whom
have spoken already, supported those
embargoes. This is a more important
embargo in my opinion than any of
those.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00092 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank my friend

from Indiana for yielding me the time.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-

port of the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity Act. I want to com-
mend Chairman BURTON and Chairman
GILMAN for moving this very important
piece of legislation.

Perhaps the gentleman from Colo-
rado does not recall, but I certainly do,
that it was not engagement that col-
lapsed the Soviet Union and the Soviet
empire. It was containment. That is
the policy that we are exercising in
Cuba, especially with the passage of
this act.

Cuba today continues under Fidel
Castro to be an oppressive Communist
relic of the Cold War. Castro retains
his backward totalitarian regime only
90 miles from our shore. He continues
to imprison his opponents and to im-
prison human rights activists and per-
secute them unmercifully in the coun-
try of Cuba.

Basic freedoms are routinely re-
pressed. Cuban prisons are full of polit-
ical prisoners. I have met them by the
tens, almost hundreds. I have to say
that some of them have stayed and
lived for 10, 15, 17, perhaps as long as 20
years in single cubicles. I have been as-
tounded by the tales of torture and im-
prisonment and abuse of human rights.
Yet we see that his failed economic
policies are collapsing the country. I
cannot believe what I hear, that the
opponents of this legislation say it is
time to engage with Castro. The fact is
it is time to tighten the sanctions and
end Castro ruthless dictatorship.

Since the cutoff of Soviet assistance
in 1991, he has launched a desperate
campaign to lure foreign investment to
Cuba, to generate hard currency to sus-
tain his repressive apparatus. We must
not allow Castro to prop up his failed
government with foreign investment
and properties which were confiscated
from U.S. citizens. H.R. 927 permits
American citizens to recover damages
from foreign investors who are profit-
ing from their stolen property in Cuba.
This bill will block the foreign invest-
ment lifeline which still keeps Castro’s
regime alive and it will create a right
for U.S. citizens to sue any individual
or corporation which knowingly and
intentionally trafficks in confiscated
property of U.S. nationals. It also de-
nies entry to the United States of any
person who trafficks in such con-
fiscated property. These are logical
steps which compel international com-
panies to confront a very fundamental
choice. You can either ignore U.S.
property rights to engage in business
as usual with Castro or you can retain
access to the world’s largest market.

Only by ending Castro’s access to for-
eign capital will we succeed in bringing
his dictatorial rule to a halt.

While I strongly support the stick ap-
proach of increased economic sanctions
to force Castro from power, I also sup-
port the carrots which are included in
this legislation. I urge the adoption of

this bill. It is needed and Castro’s rule
must come to an end.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ].

Ms. VELĀZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to strongly oppose H.R. 927.

At this time in our history, when we
take such pride in declaring the end of
the cold war, we should be moving to-
ward demilitarization, breaking down
cultural, economic and social barriers,
and extending a peaceful hand to our
neighbors worldwide. Instead, with this
bill, we are choosing to escalate eco-
nomic war on a small country that
poses absolutely no threat to our coun-
try.

The United States cut off trade and
travel between the United States and
Cuba in 1960, in retaliation against
Fidel Castro and his Cuban revolution.
Thirty-five years later, it is clear that
the embargo has failed.

H.R. 927 now calls for even tighter re-
strictions. But let us take a closer look
at the facts.

At the same time we are moving to
establish diplomatic relations and open
new markets with Vietnam, this bill
will further restrict United States
companies and loan institutions from
trading freely with other countries and
foreign companies. It will violate
GATT and NAFTA by denying visas to
people doing business with Cuba. And
it will cost the taxpayers millions of
dollars by committing our Federal
court system to thousands of addi-
tional claims for expropriated Cuban-
owned property.

The only tangible result of the em-
bargo has been the resentment of aver-
age Cuban citizens. Rather than dis-
crediting Castro, Uncle Sam has gotten
the blame for the island’s hardships. It
is time to end the embargo, and bring
this cruel legacy of the cold war to an
end.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the very dis-
tinguished and helpful gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN].

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
the debate here tonight reminds me of
the remarks by Benjamin Franklin,
who once said, ‘‘There is nothing so
tragic as the murder of a beautiful the-
ory by a gang of brutal facts.’’ What
the opponents of this bill have is a
beautiful theory: that Castro will re-
form if only you treat him nicely, that
repression is easing in Cuba, and that
economic liberalization is commenc-
ing.

But the brutal facts are that the re-
pression is increasing, that worker ex-
ploitation in Cuba has returned serf-
dom to our hemisphere, and that the
struggle for freedom for the Cuban peo-
ple against the Castro dictatorship re-
mains as difficult as ever.

But do not take my word for it. Lis-
ten to Castro’s own spokesmen. Cas-
tro’s Foreign Minister, Roberto

Robaina, who said just recently, ‘‘For
our enemies, the ideal would be to see
us multiseparated, multidivided, and
for that, they demand that we return
to a multiparty system. That will not
happen.’’

Trabajadores, one of Castro’s journal-
istic puppets, recently said about the
new foreign investment law in the
country, ‘‘There is nothing in the in-
vestment law which weakens the lead-
ing role of our communist party.’’
Clearly, these new cosmetic steps by
Castro are not toward political or eco-
nomic liberalization, but toward the
extension of his cruel regime.

Opponents of this legislation talk
about investments in Cuba, the mil-
lions of American dollars that should
be going out to the investment market
in Cuba. However, such talk misses the
point, for the bottom line is that the
situation in Cuba is not about invest-
ment or profiteering. It is, and should
be, about the lack of freedom and
human rights for the people of that is-
land nation just 100 miles from my
community of Miami.

What is the reality of Cuba? Unfortu-
nately, the answer to this question is
quite simple. For Cuba, under the Cas-
tro dictatorship, instead of progressing
is regressing, not only economically
but in the development of freedoms and
liberties for its people. The Castro re-
gime attracts investment by highlight-
ing its repression of their workers. A
Castro economic minister recently
said, ‘‘We are free from labor conflict.
Nowhere else in the world could you
get this tranquility.’’

Mr. Chairman, Cuba has become one
of the last bastions of tyranny in the
world. Amnesty International describes
the human rights situation in Cuba as
‘‘Members of unofficial political,
human rights and trade union groups
continued to face imprisonment, short-
term detention, and frequent harass-
ment.’’

The State Department and Human
Rights report states that, ‘‘The au-
thorities were responsible for the
extrajudicial killings of citizens fleeing
the country. The government sharply
restricts basic political and civil
rights, including the rights of citizens
to change their government; the free-
dom of speech, press, association, as-
sembly and movement; as well as the
right to privacy and various workers
rights.’’

These are just 2 examples of the
human rights situation on the island,
but Castro’s long list of dubious
achievements does not stop here. We
should not forget that Castro’s regime
remains listed by our State Depart-
ment as a state that promotes terror-
ism, and the FBI has acknowledged
that the tyrant holds dozens of fugi-
tives from American justice.

For decades the United Nations and
foreign nations have refused to hear
the cries of the desperate Cuban people.
Even some of our colleagues who have
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the aspirations of freedom in other na-
tions turn a blind eye toward Cuba.

This Congress, this country, should
not engage in similar immoral con-
duct. This bill that we propose here
today signals that the Congress of the
United States will not sit idly by as
unscrupulous investors and nations
choose to make a quick dollar and con-
duct their dirty business with Castro,
at the expense of the freedom and live-
lihood of the suffering people of Cuba.

As I have said, this legislation sends
a clear and simple message. If you in-
vest in Cuba by trafficking in con-
fiscated American property, you can
forget about doing business in the
United States. Already, Mr. Chairman,
this legislation even before it has been
implemented is having the desired ef-
fect. The June 23 edition of the Miami
Herald reported that investment in
Cuba has been decreasing because of
the threat that investors feel about
this legislation.

No wonder that the Castro regime
has mounted an unprecedented inter-
national propaganda campaign against
this bill. The reason is because it
threatens to cut its lifeline that main-
tains this evil regime in existence.

Mr. Chairman, it is highly cynical to
believe that Castro and his henchmen,
after more than three decades of abso-
lute rule, will transform overnight into
George Washingtons. This simply is
not reality, it is a pure fantasy.

I urge my colleagues to support free-
dom and democracy in Cuba by sup-
porting this legislation.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this bill. This bill is not
likely to lead to democratization or po-
litical or social reform in Cuba. What
it will do is create tremendous legal,
business, and foreign policy problems.

In terms of legal problems, the idea
of settling foreign land settlements,
claims, in our courts sets an unbeliev-
ably bad example. Not only will it clog
up our courts, but the precedent it sets
for other immigrant Americans who
have had their property seized I think
is a wrong one and one that we will live
to regret.

Of course, most of those settlements
will result in default judgments, but it
is precisely the kind of thing that will
strengthen Castro’s hand. The threat of
all these land claims being settled in
favor of the claimant is just what Cas-
tro needs to stay in power. It will cre-
ate business problems. Those American
corporations that hold the key to ad-
vancing the free enterprise system in
Cuba will be prevented from being able
to deal with Cuba when a transitional
government begins, as it inevitably
will, in Cuba.
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It will create tremendous foreign pol-
icy problems. In fact, just at the point
when the President will need to be able
to help a transitional government in

Cuba, it ties his hands with unbeliev-
ably rigid requirements.

It also completely undermines
NAFTA that we just passed on the
floor of this House. Our relationship
with Mexico, with Canada, with our
European allies, will all be under-
mined.

This bill does not advance the na-
tional interest of the United States. We
ought to work on an approach to pres-
sure Cuba on human rights and provide
support to post-Castro Cuba. But this
bill does just the opposite.

It would be better to support democ-
ratization in Cuba by encouraging the
free flow of information and dialogue
between the United States and Cuba
and working with our allies and non-
governmental organizations to pres-
sure Cuba for human rights and Demo-
cratic reforms. That is how we have
shown success in our dealings with
other countries, the Soviet Union in
particular. We know what works and
we know what does not work.

Those who support the increased iso-
lationism of Cuba should explain how
and why they think this policy can
work, after it did not with Eastern Eu-
rope and the Soviet Union. And, in fact
it was that beginning of openness, that
Perestroika, that enabled communism
to go down to defeat, just as Castro’s
communism will go down to defeat one
day if we play it smart.

Mr. Chairman, I should also say that
it is the attitude on the part of some
people promoting this bill that is pre-
cisely the same attitude that contrib-
uted to the rise of Fidel Castro in
Cuba. The classism, the racism, the
elitism, the greed. That is why we have
Castro 90 miles from our shore.

This is not a bill that is in the inter-
ests of the United States. It is in con-
tradiction to our foreign policy. It is in
contradiction to our attempts to open
trade with both our allies and with
countries who have the potential to de-
velop a free enterprise system.

Mr. Chairman, it is certainly not in
the interests of our U.S. judicial sys-
tem to create a precedent that will
clog up our court inappropriately. I
urge my colleagues to vote against this
bill and to take the kind of construc-
tive steps we have taken in the past to
remove Castro and to establish a
Democratic free enterprise system of
government in Cuba.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, be-
fore yielding to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH] I want only to
say as a Member of this House who has
given several years of my career to
working against Fidel Castro and for
freedom for Cuba, it is only out of pro-
found respect for the gentleman of Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] that I did not rise in
opposition or, indeed, objection in hav-
ing our motives questioned or being
compared with the Bastista regime in
our using this vehicle to fight for free-
dom in Cuba.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
DEUTSCH].

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Chairman, I have
sat here for about 21⁄2 hours listening to
a variety of debate about Cuba and free
trade and about the cold war and what
I would point out to my colleagues is
that all of that is wonderfully interest-
ing debate, but it just did not have a
heck of a lot to do with this resolution
that is in front of us.

This resolution deals with some very
specific things. It does not deal with
global cold war policy. What it does
specifically is it deals with non-U.S.
companies that have purchased ille-
gally seized property and gives them a
right to seek justice in American
courts. That is what this legislation
does. That is what it does.

Mr. Chairman, it does not deal,
again, with the cold war, with big pic-
ture stuff. And there are plenty of is-
sues that we can debate, and there may
very well be other bills to debate those
on. But I tell my colleagues, it is kind
of hard to argue against what this bill
does.

Think about it. Just simple justice
for Americans who might have owned
property in Cuba, or Cubans who left
Cuba and became Americans, who are
American citizens now. They owned a
factory in Cuba, and they left because
of the repressive regime. It could have
been in the 50s or the 60s, or it could
have been in the 80s for that matter,
and then a non-U.S. company bought
that factory or bought that refinery
that was illegally seized from the gov-
ernment that illegally took that fac-
tory and is making money off of that
factory.

Mr. Chairman, what this bill then
says, if it is adopted into law, is that
that U.S. citizen, or for that matter
that U.S. company, has a right to seek
justice, to seek compensation for what
occurred. Yes, there are sanctions for
those companies that bought illegally
seized property and those sanctions are
really somewhat severe. They deal with
visa restrictions and a variety of other
things. But for this to work, that is
what we must do.

Again, I remind my colleagues that
Castro is holding on by his fingernails
in terms of his economy. He is using
this expropriation and property thing
even today. And for us not to pass this
legislation is really effectively to sup-
port his regime. That is the effective
result of failure to adopt this legisla-
tion would do.

Mr. Chairman, the message that it
sends to Castro in particular is that he
can seize property of Americans and
get away with it. It is wrong. We need
to adopt this legislation. We need to
understand the specifics of it.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the adoption of the legisla-
tion.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL].

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I wel-

come this opportunity to oppose this
legislation. It shows that in this great
country people can have the same
goals, but that in these halls that we
can debate the manner in which we
hope to achieve it.

Mr. Chairman, after the last debate
on the bill, one of my friends that took
an opposite side on the rule said, ‘‘If
you are really concerned about freedom
in Cuba, if you are really concerned
about getting rid of Castro, why do you
not talk more about that?’’ So, Mr.
Chairman, I elect to do it.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say,
‘‘Hey, Mr. Castro it is all over for dic-
tators. Communism has failed. Stop
blaming America and stop blaming the
embargo. Stop fooling the Cuban peo-
ple in believing that it is the United
States’ embargo that has denied the
Cuban people an opportunity to dream
and to think that they can aspire to
improve the quality of life.’’

‘‘Stop telling the American people
over here in New Jersey, and the people
in Miami, to keep putting up this em-
bargo so that you can stay there as
long as you want. Yes, Mr. Castro, stop
making it appear as though that it is
the United States of America, and
allow us in these halls of the United
States Congress to be able to say that
we think the way to get rid of this guy
is to let some sunshine in.’’

Mr. Chairman, let us see what is hap-
pening in human rights. Is the way to
show the violation in human rights in
Cuba to have a handful of people in
Cuba say we cannot go there? Give me
a break. We are creating somebody out
there. We are responsible for that dic-
tator.

Mr. Chairman, if we want to get rid
of him, open up the doors of trade. Let
in students and doctors and artists. Let
us exchange, show them that America
is the showcase of democracy. Do not
have this bum running around saying,
‘‘Americans in the United States Con-
gress say we cannot sell you food, we
cannot sell you medicine, we cannot
allow your kids to come here. You can-
not come to the United States of Amer-
ica.’’

What kind of country is the United
States of America that we are going to
be afraid of a handful of socialists, or
whatever they call themselves over
there?

This great republic can stand up
against the Communists in all of what
used to be the Soviet Union, and we are
scared of a handful of people that Cas-
tro has got over there? We are out of
our minds.

This great Nation can stand up
against a billion Communist Chinese,
run over there and spend their money,
but we are scared of a handful of guys
in uniform in Cuba?

This great Nation can go to North
Vietnam and North Korea and have our
businesspeople trade and have our stu-
dents sing, laugh, trade information,
and come back as Americans and not
be afraid of them, but we are scared to
death of this bum Castro?

Why not let America’s voice be heard
by what we sell best? We sell democ-
racy. We sell contracts. We sell food.
We sell medicine. We sell ideas. And we
win at it.

Do you colleagues know why we win
at it? Because that is why we got the
North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment. That is why we have got GATT.
That is why the United States of Amer-
ica leads in trade. That is why we have
got Ron Brown. That is why we have
got the Department of Commerce. We
are salesmen. We produce and the
world buys.

But when my colleagues say ‘‘embar-
go,’’ it means do not talk, do not send
reporters, do not let people see, Hey,
America has got a great country. Let
us see it. Let us see what is going on in
Cuba. Who are we to tell Americans
that they cannot go to Cuba? That we
cannot have protection in Cuba? Are
we afraid of this little island country
in the Caribbean? They must be selling
something that we better take a good
look at.

Let us stop saying that we are afraid
of Castro. The only way to get freedom
in Cuba is to act as though America
has got so much of it, so proud of it,
that we can go any place and everyone
would say, ‘‘I want to be like you.’’

But if we cannot allow them to come
and listen to our music, our poets, our
educators; if we cannot listen to their
scientists and their doctors; if we can-
not prove to them that America has
more to offer than this overweight, old
bearded guy that runs around there in
combat boots, what kind of republic
are we?

Mr. Chairman, I challenge my friends
on the other side, tell the people in
Cuba that it is not the American peo-
ple that are doing this to them. We
want to send them our food, our medi-
cine, and our scholars. I think this bill
separates Americans from Cuba and it
is an impediment to democracy in
Cuba.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
RANGEL], my learned colleague, we are
not afraid of Fidel Castro. I do not
know where the gentleman got that
idea, that we are afraid of Fidel Castro.
But we certainly are not afraid of Fidel
Castro.

Mr. Chairman, what we are con-
cerned about is what he has done to the
Cuban people; what he has done to the
American people who had investment
down there, whose property was con-
fiscated, that he took away and is now
trying to sell for hard currency so he
can survive.

We are concerned with people like
Armando Valdarez, a patriot that stood
up against Castro who spent 22 years in
the Cuban gulag, was tortured, and has
told all sorts of stories about what goes
on down there. He wrote a book called,
‘‘Against All Hope.’’ I read it on an air-
plane and started crying, because of

the atrocities perpetrated by Castro.
People on the plane thought I was nuts,
but the horrible things that he has
done were so earth shaking to most
people with heart that they say, ‘‘Some
monster like that has to go.’’ He con-
tinues that same policy today.

Mr. Chairman, he is not fit to rule.
He rules by coercion. He rules by brute
strength and power. That kind of thing
we cannot tolerate. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] says he is
against embargo. The gentleman voted
for the embargo on Haiti and for the
embargo on South Africa. My colleague
cannot have it both ways. The gen-
tleman does not believe in this embar-
go.

Mr. Chairman, the fact of the matter
is that the money that goes to Fidel
Castro’s regime for a hotel that is built
down there for the employee, he
equates the currency of Cuba with the
dollar.
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He says that they are equal in value.
The actual fact of the matter is, it is a
70 to 81 differential. And he takes
money from people that pay the sala-
ries of Cubans who work in these ho-
tels, let us say it is $400 or $500 a
month, and he pays them back in
pesos, which equates to $3 to $4 a
month.

If we read what the American Insti-
tute For Free labor said in part, the
growing number of partnerships be-
tween foreign investors and Cuban
Government agencies has not improved
a lot of workers or provided them with
greater autonomy. Instead, the Cuban
Government has used the exploitation
of working people and the absence of
free association as a lure to attract in-
vestors, often to the detriment of
workers in neighboring countries.

The fact of the matter is, Castro be-
lieves in socialism or death. He does
not care about the working people
down there. Their plight has gone
straight downhill since he took power.
The only way it is going to change is
for him to exit the scene, for him to
exit the scene. The fact of the matter
is, he was getting $4 to $6 billion a year
from the old Soviet Union; he is not
getting it anymore. The only time the
embargo has started to work is in the
last 2 to 3 years when the Cuban De-
mocracy and Freedom Act sponsored
by the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. TORRICELLI] passed. That is when
the embargo started to take hold and
have teeth and work, and Castro has
been on the ropes ever since.

He is scared to death. He had people
in the Committee on Rules yesterday
watching what went on, because he
knows, if this bill passes, he is not
going to be able to get the hard cur-
rency he needs to survive. His days are
numbered, and we should not throw
him a lifeline, we should throw him an
anchor. And I submit to you, this bill
is an anchor.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
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Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gen-

tleman from New York for just a mo-
ment.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, All I am saying is
that I share the same feelings about
this person who is a dictator, and I
hope that that would be understood. I
have more feeling that this country
has more power than any Communist,
whether they were in China, whether
they are in the Soviet Union, wherever
they are, I have confidence in my Gov-
ernment.

When the President of the United
States says that this is not in our na-
tional interests, when our Secretary of
State says this is not in our national
interest, as an American, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
said, one President at a time, and that
is my only point.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I might just
say that I believe we are going to find
that the President may have a position
and the Secretary of State may have a
position, but I will submit that tomor-
row probably 300 Members of this body
will have a different position, because
we studied the issue and we want that
man out of power.

This is going to pass overwhelmingly,
because the people of this hemisphere
and the people of this country want
freedom, democracy and human rights
for the people who have suffered over 30
years in Cuba.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, this will never
become law in this country, and the
gentleman knows it. It is going to be
vetoed and will not be overridden. The
gentleman knows and I know that this
is theatrics, and it will never become
law.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I will say
that I do not believe that. I believe it
will become law and we will just see.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
ZIMMER].

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 927 and urge its passage.

The cold war was worth fighting. The
cold war was worth the cost, and we
won. But one of the last outposts of the
evil empire still remains only 90 miles
south of us, and we cannot forget that.
Cuba is still Communist, Cuba is still
totalitarian, and Fidel Castro still
scorns the principles of freedom and
democracy.

The men, women, and children of
Cuba continue to suffer as a result of a
tyrant who is utterly insensitive to the
rights and the lives of his own people.
Now, after 36 years, we are finally in a
position to put an end to Castro’s vi-
cious regime. Now of all times is not
the time to dither or to duck.

For the sake of democracy and for
the sake of so many people whose lives
have been torn asunder by a reprehen-

sible dictatorship, I urge my colleagues
to support the Libertad Act.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr.
TORRES].

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I am
grateful to my colleague, Mr. HAMIL-
TON, for this opportunity to explain
why the passage of Mr. BURTON’s legis-
lation, would be, in my opinion, not
only a grave policy mistake by this
body, but, would set in motion actions
which would deliberately inflict upon
the Cuban people suffering and depriva-
tion. At worst, this legislation is a
cruel attempt by Members in both bod-
ies—who are still fighting the cold
war—to provoke civil disorder in Cuba.
Today we need to send a wake-up call
to those cold warriors in our midst—
the cold war has ended. We won—re-
member.

What threat does the Government of
Cuba present to the territory or people
of the United States which would jus-
tify unleashing further pain and suffer-
ing and, I would warn, possible blood-
shed, among the people of Cuba.

The United States is the only world
superpower. Our military might dwarfs
that of the combined armies and navies
of Europe and certainly of the Ameri-
cas. We maintain an armed, military
presence, on the Island of Cuba—how
many of you appreciate this reality.

This country maintains an armed,
military base on Cuba’s southern coast.
The U.S. controls 45 square miles of
southern Cuba, including a harbor,
naval docking and ship repair facilities
ordinance, supplies and administrative
facilities—we even have two water dis-
tillation plants. This U.S. military
base includes both a naval and an air
station. Over all—the United States
military has a base right inside of Cuba
which is three-quarters the total land
area of the District of Columbia. One of
the stated military mission for our
base in Cuba is to serve as beachhead
in case the United States decides to in-
vade the Island. It costs the American
taxpayer over $45 million a year to
maintain this military base.

Now, it looks to me like the military
threat is reversed—it appears to me
that this island presents no military or
strategic threat to the territory of the
U.S. Why then are we considering legis-
lation which appears to some to be de-
signed to make economic and social
conditions in Cuba so difficult for the
average citizens, that these difficulties
would create civic disorder, which
would then provoke the Castro govern-
ment to take measures against its pop-
ulation, which will result in increased
violence and disorder on the island,
which will be used as a pretext for
United States military intervention.

At best, this legislation will have no
effect upon the Cuban Government’s
hold on power, but will reveal to the
international community the mindset
of United States elected officials—who
are so trapped, by old ways of thinking
and by false pride, that they would act

against a foreign government which
poses no threat or danger to the na-
tional security of the United States of
America. Now, Cuba has always been a
peculiarly emotional issue in United
States foreign policy. Past United
States interests with regard to Cuba
were of a security nature and had more
to do with Washington’s global rivalry
with Moscow than with Cuba itself. In
the early sixties, United States offi-
cials maintained that it was not the so-
cialist nature of Cuba’s system which
drove United States opposition rather
it was our Government’s concern with
Cuba’s interventionist foreign policy
and its military ties to the former So-
viet Union.

The Carter administration added to
this list, its demands that Cuba dem-
onstrate greater respect for human
rights.

As recently as 5 years ago United
States barriers to improved relation-
ships with Cuba were still conditioned
by Cuba’s commitment to the export of
armed revolution and its close military
ties to the Soviet Union. For 33 years
the primary United States policy ini-
tiative responding to our criticisms of
Cuba’s foreign policy has been to main-
tain an economic embargo against
Cuba. In one form or another this Unit-
ed States economic embargo against
Cuba has been the policy of the last
nine United States Presidents.

Since H.R. 927 is designated to tight-
en the economic blockade against the
Cuban people, it behooves those who
would agree to such action to examine
more closely the history of our current
embargo and to know in detail the out-
comes of tightening this economic
noose which is around Cuba.

The Burton bill proposes to tighten
this embargo and to reinforce sanc-
tions against our allies to stop trading
with Cuba.

I feel that we ought to be able to ex-
amine now whether this past embargo
has furthered U.S. policy goals. In
terms of the stated U.S. security con-
cerns we observe the following: Cuban
troops are out of Africa; Cuba is no
longer supporting revolutionary move-
ments; and its military ties to Russia
are virtually nonexistent—and cer-
tainly, not a threat to the United
States.

So, if the intent of our embargo was
to guarantee certain U.S. security in-
terests, and if these concerns have been
met, why are we now proposing to
tightened the effects of our 33-year-old
embargo, and ironically, provide Fidel
Castro with fresh reasons for showing
how his nation’s economic problems
are not his fault? I would maintain
that United States policy interests to-
ward Cuba are no longer based upon
United States security issues, but rath-
er are attempts to effect internal
changes in Cuba. If the United States is
now seeking internal political and eco-
nomic changes in Cuba, does the Bur-
ton bill serve these ends? Certainly, 33
years of economic embargo have not
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been a renovation of the top political
leadership; the government appears to
have been able to impose severe eco-
nomic restrictions because most Cu-
bans, despite the hardships, have ad-
justed successfully; the state’s security
forces remain loyal and effective; com-
pensation for United States property
seized has not been reached; Cuba has
not been isolated internationally; and
the United States embargo—particu-
larly the enactment of the Cuban De-
mocracy Act of 1992, gave Cuban lead-
ers a vehicle for mobilizing patriotic
support to elicit the sacrifice necessary
to make the economic adjustment.
And, as I mentioned earlier, this act
provided the Cuban Government with a
target for blaming the United States
Government as a cause of Cuba’s many
calamities. For a moment, let us sup-
pose that the U.S. trade embargo were
to be lifted tomorrow in its entirety.

What would be the effect on Cuba’s
economy in the short run? It is quite
probable that not much would happen
immediately to the Cuban economy:
Cuba could not import more goods be-
cause it lacks the foreign exchange to
pay for them. Cuba’s principal product
sugar, is over-supplied worldwide and is
traded internationally at low prices in
a residual market. The major impact of
removing the embargo would be politi-
cal: the Cuban government would be
held responsible for the nation’s eco-
nomic problems. It seems to me that
the United States’ trade embargo pol-
icy is assisting the continuation of the
Castro government—and the miseries
of its people. I trust that others will
speak to the suffering which has been
visited on the Cuban people by our out-
dated trade embargo. I maintain that
it is time for a new vision in United
States policy toward Cuba.

As part of this ‘‘new vision’’ I would
make the following suggestions: the
Clinton administration should define
United States interest in Cuba in sim-
ple and clear terms. Washington should
consult with our democratic Latin
American allies in shaping our own
policy toward Cuba. Our policy should
include the following elements:

To foster a respect for human rights
and a transition to pluralized democ-
racy;

To make clear that the United States
has no intention of invading Cuba and
to condemn violent actions by exile
groups;

To facilitate the flow of inter-
national information into Cuba: This
should include continuing the facilita-
tion of telephone communications be-
tween our two countries; facilitate di-
rect mail, cultural and academic ex-
changes, establish news bureaus, travel
by United States citizens to Cuba;

In order to make credible United
States claims that our objection is to
Cuba’s government, and not to hurt its
people, the Untied States should indi-
cate its readiness to remove aspect of
the embargo if Cuba opens up its poli-
tics in specified ways.

In this way, the United States will
signal its desire to respond to changes
that the Cuban government chooses to
adopt on its own; and

To remove all punitive measures
from the Cuban Democracy Act which
interfere with the normal exerciser of
sovereign jurisdiction in other coun-
tries. Our economic relationships with
Canada, Mexico and the European Com-
munity are of vital importance, and
outweigh any remaining objectives the
United States may have toward Cuba.

Furthermore, United States-Cuban
policy provides a window of doubt for
other governments to question United
States ability to provide creative lead-
ership in the post cold war world.

By adopting H.R. 927 the United
States will violate international law
and treaties, that we have signed, rati-
fied, and promised to uphold. Further-
more, if adopted, this legislation would
cause serious problems in our relations
with our closest friends and trading
partners. This bill would hurt U.S.
business interests abroad. Our courts
would become tied up with thousands
of non-dismissable lawsuits, and, this
bill will not advance democracy in
Cuba.

This bill is a credit to bullies and dic-
tators—not a democratic people, who
are confident of their might and eco-
nomic and political system. Indeed,
this bill isolates the United States—
provides ammunition to those who
maintain that United States foreign
policy is being made through campaign
contributions, and that the United
States has lost it belief in itself and in
the inevitability of a peaceful transi-
tion to democracy in Cuba.

The Burton bill does not convey
honor to this institution, nor to the
American people. It is a mean spirited,
vengeful, politically motivated meas-
ure which may in fact, itself, pose a
danger to United States national inter-
ests in Cuba. For if this act is passed
and if the misery and hardships which
it is designed to create in Cuba, comes
to pass then the prospects of prolonged
violence could provoke mass migration
and, even, United States military ac-
tion.

This is the wrong bill, sending the
wrong message, at the wrong time.
Surely, a country which holds its
democratic practices and traditions so
high, would not stoop so low as to pro-
voke economic and social hardships
against innocent citizens of an inde-
pendent republic.

Once again, old men and women with
old ideas, are trying to force old, and
bankrupt solutions. Why not trust the
process of openness and of democracy.
Let us reduce the hostility in United
States-Cuban relations, let us encour-
age private markets the rule of law and
independent organizations and let us
promote pragmatic exchange between
the United States and the Government
of Cuba.

I urge you to return this outdated
and poorly constructed bill to the dust
bin of history. In name of integrity and
honor, I urge the defeat of this bad bill.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS], my
good friend and colleague.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 927, legislation that
refocuses attention on the root of the
problem in Cuba—Fidel Castro. His
willingness to use his people as a lever-
age point, by deliberately manufactur-
ing refugee crises, has been his greatest
weapon. He has done a much better job
of using this weapon than we have
using ours—the embargo. But today
Fidel Castro’s regime is struggling to
collect the hard currency it needs to
survive. H.R. 927 ups the economic
pressure on Castro by cutting off the
currency supply line, in particular by
sanctioning foreign investors willfully
trafficking in the confiscated property
of American citizens. The bill goes fur-
ther to address some of gaps left by the
1992 Cuban Democracy Act regarding
U.S. policy for the transition period
after Fidel Castro’s departure and be-
fore democratic elections. It is time for
America to stand its ground and it is
time for Castro to go—only then will
we be able to re-embrace the closest of
our hemispheric neighbors. I look for-
ward to that. And that is what H.R. 927
is about. I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting it.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ], one of the architects of
this legislation, and one of the most
important voices in this Congress on
Cuban-American affairs.

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I came with prepared
remarks, but let me just say, I under-
stand the fire of this institution. I un-
derstand debate, but I do not under-
stand the comments of some of my col-
leagues. I would wonder how my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SERRANO] or the gentleman from
California [Mr. TORRES] who spoke be-
fore would feel if he heard, as we heard
from one of our colleagues from Flor-
ida, that there are too many Cubans,
you have to shut it down.

That is a hell of a statement. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s kind words to-
wards me, but that does not wipe that
statement clean.

They have come to this country and
contributed, they have worked hard,
they have played by the rules, they
have helped build up cities, and they
have suffered. I do not understand that
comment.

I do not understand the comments of
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SKAGGS] about the special narrow in-
terest groups. Over 300 Members of this
House voted for the rule, over 72 Demo-
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Democratic Caucus voted for a rule. Is
that a narrow interest?

Why is it that when we talk about
Cuban Americans it is a narrow inter-
est? Was NAFTA a narrow interest for
Mexican-Americans? Was the issue of
Israel a narrow interest for those who
are Americans of Jewish descent? No,
we accept that.

I keep hearing that we violate
NAFTA and GATT. This bill does not
have anything to do what that. It did
maybe with the sugar provisions.
Those are out. Where is NAFTA and
GATT involved here? I know that is an
intent to lure the free traders away,
but that is not in here.

I heard the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MORAN], a colleague, upset me
again. He paints with a broad brush. He
said, the people who are about this,
who support this are about elitism and
greed. Well, I will have the gentleman
know that my family was poor in Cuba
and it was poor when it came to the
United States. No one in my family
graduated from college until I went to
school here in the United States, and I
resent those remarks.

The gentleman may have a diver-
gence of view on policy, but the gen-
tleman has no right to paint a group of
people in such a manner, no right.

I listened to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL] who I respect at
least in the context that he finally
called Fidel Castro what he is, a dic-
tator, which too many people who
come here make believe that the Unit-
ed States are the bad guys. What about
the dictatorship?

The one thing I have that none of the
people who have spoken here, except
for my colleagues, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) have, is family in Cuba. Ev-
erybody else talks about it abstractly.
Everybody else talks about it in the
context that we are creating suffering
and oppression of people in Cuba.

The only person who is doing that is
Fidel Castro. And I say that as some-
one who has family there. No one else
who spoke before, other than the peo-
ple I have mentioned, can say that.
And they still suffer. But they do not
suffer because of what I do in the Unit-
ed States Congress. They suffer be-
cause of a person that has chosen a
course of action that keeps them op-
pressed, not only from political lib-
erties, but from economic reforms that
would make their lives better.
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I rarely talk about my family in

these debates because I do not need
them to suffer any more as a result of
what I do here in this House, but my ef-
forts are not to hurt my family. They
are to try to liberate them, and I am
upset to hear, upset to hear that what
we seek is pain and bloodshed. The
only blood that can be spilt in Cuba is
the arms of Fidel Castro. He has the
guns, he has the army, he has the secu-
rity forces, and only he can turn those
arms against the people of Cuba.

Mr. Chairman, let’s talk about him. I
understand differences in opinions as
to how we proceed, but I do not accept
the comments of some of my col-
leagues who say that there are too
many Cubans here, that is why we have
got to shut down the door. I do not ac-
cept the comments of some of my col-
leagues who call this a narrow interest
of view when we have such a wide
range of support. I do not accept those
comments.

Mr. Chairman, I start with a very
basic premise. It has always been, and
I believe always will be, in the national
interest of the United States to pro-
mote a change to peaceful and ulti-
mately democratic change in Cuba. It
is in our national interest. I speak as
an American when I say it is in our na-
tional interest because Cuba has the
third largest army in the entire West-
ern Hemisphere under the command of
a dictatorship. It is in our national in-
terest because Castro seeks to finish a
nuclear power plant 90 miles away from
the United States of a Chernobyl type.
We do not need another Chernobyl 90
miles away from the United States. It
is in our national interest because Cas-
tro continues to violate the human
rights of his people through political
repression, incarceration, and yes, fir-
ing squads, and it is this political re-
pression and the lack of economic re-
form that causes Cubans to flee their
homeland that my colleague from Flor-
ida so much cares about and seek ref-
uge in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, opponents of this bill
would have us believe that it is the
United States that is the villain, not
Castro. And yet, we all agree that it is
Castro who denies his people the right
to free and democratic elections. It is
Castro who permits the continuation of
human rights abuses, and it is Castro
who could end the suffering of the
Cuban people tomorrow if he chose to.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday during the
debate in the Committee on Rules, one
member suggested that by ignoring
Castro, we have heard that on the floor
today, perhaps it would resolve itself,
that perhaps absent U.S. attention,
Castro would change his ways.

Mr. Chairman, Fidel Castro could
change this instant. He can call elec-
tions today. He could allow alternative
political parties to form today. He
could release Cuba’s political prisoners
today. He could make substantive eco-
nomic and market reforms that would
help the Cuban people. Forget about
anybody else. Help the Cuban people
put more food on Cuban tables. Fidel
Castro could make this bill irrelevant
today, but instead, he chooses tyranny
as his form of government, a choice he
could easily reverse.

Mr. Chairman, with this in mind,
nearly two years ago I suggested that
we develop a proactive policy towards
the Cuban people, that we prepare
today for a change in Cuba tomorrow,
that we combine our principled and
firm opposition to Cuba’s oppressors
with a beacon of light to the Cuban

people to say clearly to them, we are in
solidarity with you, we want to help
you, but we do not want to assist those
who deprive you of your basic rights.

So I introduced with broad bipartisan
support the Free and Independent Cuba
Assistance Act, which is incorporated
under Title II. It is not about pain and
bloodshed. It is about assisting the
Cuban people, sending out a blueprint
from the United States of assistance to
a government in transition, and ulti-
mately, a government that is demo-
cratically elected, and it says to the
Cuban people, here is how we want to
help, and for the first time in foreign
policy, it is proactive.

Finally, the second part of the bill
really deals with the right of American
citizens and the right of American
companies to be able to sue in our
courts for their confiscated properties
illegally confiscated in Cuba. If my col-
leagues want to stand up for American
citizens, if my colleagues want to stand
up for American companies simply to
have a right to go to court and sue
some foreign company that wants to
buy those properties that were illegally
confiscated from Cuba, my colleagues
will support this bill. No matter how
much hocus-pocus we have here, no
matter how much clouding of the issue
we want to make it, that is the basic
line. Help the people in Cuba, blueprint
for a transition, the ability to sue so
that they can therefore make sure that
their confiscated properties do not be-
come the illegal fruits of Fidel Castro.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SERRANO].

(Mr. SERRANO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, let me
first preface my comments by saying
that the beauty of democracy is the
ability to disagree. For me, the pain of
democracy tonight is to have to dis-
agree with colleagues of mine from the
Cuban-American community who have
a special emotional involvement in
this issue.

I come tonight not only as a person
who was born an American citizen, but
with a special feeling in my heart for
having been born in an American city
in the island of Puerto Rico, for those
two islands, Cuba and Puerto Rico,
hold historical and cultural bonds that
some people in this body may just not
understand. If the people in Cuba hurt,
then I hurt, and I wonder how much of
their pain is caused by us, not by their
leadership.

So I think it is important for us to be
honest with ourselves, at least in pri-
vate if we do not say it out loud. This
is not about democracy. It cannot be
about democracy. Our country at this
moment in its foreign policy state-
ments has no moral grounds to say
that this issue is about democracy, not
when we are dealing with China and
Vietnam and with Korea and with
other countries, not when we see elec-
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elections that are very questionable in
terms of how they were conducted and
we look the other way.

Mr. Chairman, what this is about, in
my opinion, is, in fact, a response to a
well organized lobby in two parts of
our country, in Florida and in New Jer-
sey, which has taken their emotions
and their ability to lobby well and
made a lot of people feel that this is
the kind of legislation we need. As
much as I oppose the law of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], we could say there is this
law already on the books, why do we
need this, as the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] said tonight,
admitting that his law does not work.
I have done that in the past. It is not
an easy thing to admit.

What this is about is a group of peo-
ple in this country, Members of Con-
gress, who kneejerk immediately to
the thought of getting to this quote,
unquote, last communist left. How do
we do it? By squeezing the Cuban peo-
ple. If we squeeze them to a point
where they are hungry on the streets,
they will rise up against their govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I am not a scholar in
world history, but I do not remember
the last revolution led by hungry peo-
ple. I do not remember the last revolu-
tion led and put together by people
who cannot feed their family. It is usu-
ally the middle class and the upper
class that leads these revolutions.

What do we do? We lie. We lie to our-
selves because we say that the Cuban
people support the embargo. Let me see
if I get this straight. A mother in Cuba
who does not know where she is going
to feed and how she is going to feed her
children tomorrow calls her sister in
Miami. Her sister interrupts her din-
ner, pushes aside a plate of white rice
or black beans, fried plantains, and a
Coca-Cola, not to mention a little pork
or beef and says, ‘‘Yes, what do you
want, my dear?’’ She says, ‘‘Listen, I
don’t know how I am going to feed my
children tomorrow, but I want you to
support the embargo so I can get this
guy off my back.’’

Are mothers in Cuba different from
mothers throughout the world? Would
a mother do that to her children? Give
me a break. It is people here who sup-
port the embargo because the embargo
will bring about a crisis in Cuba even-
tually they hope which will allow them
to move in and play a role in a new
Cuba, for if we lift the embargo and ne-
gotiate with the Cuban Government,
there will be a transition because Cuba
already is on a road that will never
turn away from where it is going now.

Mr. Chairman, do we know what will
happen? The new Cuban Government
will be composed of people who live in
Cuba now, and that is bad news for peo-
ple who want to go back to Cuba, not
to visit relatives, but to run the gov-
ernment.

Let me say what I think is happening
here and this is what I am afraid of. We
in our profession like to make the

predications and be right. I make this
predication and I pray to God that I am
wrong. We will squeeze the Cuban peo-
ple more and there will be a crisis in
Cuba, and it will become an immigra-
tion crisis for us, and that is when we
really react negatively toward Cubans
because we do not want any more Cu-
bans in this country. We are anti-im-
migrants all of a sudden. So we will
have to blockage Cuba and someone
will fire a shot somewhere and we will
be there the way we always know how
to be with troops.

Mr. Chairman, the lawsuits allowing
people who were not citizens at the
time that their property was dealt with
to now sue, the whole idea of telling a
CEO from a foreign corporation, if you
are dealing in Cuba with these prop-
erties, your children and you, your rel-
atives, cannot enter this country, not
even for a kidney transplant, what the
heck are we talking about here?

Mr. Chairman, there are children in
Cuba tonight who are on the road to
more suffering. Can we be proud of
that? Can we be proud of that? I start-
ed to say where I came from. A great
poet once wrote that Cuba and Puerto
Rico are of one bird; it is two wings.
Both hurt in different ways. One is a
colony and one with much pain. I
would like it to end. It can end if we
get off this machismo trip we are on,
stop our obsession with one individual
and deal with the Cuban people for the
human beings they are.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R.
927, the Cuban Liberty and Democratic Soli-
darity Act. This is an extreme bill that contin-
ues and strengthens diplomatic policies that
have never been successful, and introduces
troubling new policies that will adversely affect
U.S. businesses, the court system in the Unit-
ed States, damage our relations with our clos-
est allies, and, most important, increase the
suffering of the Cuban people.

The existing Cuban embargo has not re-
sulted in any change in Cuba’s Government.
The imposition of even stricter sanctions
against Cuba would only exacerbate the al-
ready critical economic situation in Cuba and
cause even more hardship to the real victims
of this embargo, the Cuban people.

Cuba does not pose a threat to our demo-
cratic government, and the United States Gov-
ernment should not pursue the policy, con-
tained in this legislation, which would serve to
further increase Cuba’s isolation. We should
instead have the courage to develop and ex-
pand a constructive relationship with Cuba.

The existing Cuban embargo and current
United States policy toward Cuba does not
have the support of the world community. This
support is vital for a successful foreign policy.
H.R. 927 would even further damage our rela-
tionships with our allies, and violate the North
American Free-Trade Agreement.

Passage of this legislation would have a
very negative impact on the court system in
the United States. This bill would allow any
United States citizen, or any company orga-
nized under United States law, whose property
was expropriated by the Cuban Government,
to sue Cuba or any foreign business that is
using the property today. The result will prob-
ably be the filing of thousands—maybe even

hundreds of thousands—of lawsuits in U.S.
courts. If the estimate of $4,500 in administra-
tive costs per case (as provided by the Admin-
istrative Office of the U.S. Courts) is correct,
the resulting cost to the U.S. court system and
the taxpayers of the United States is tremen-
dous.

Finally, the current trade embargo is already
harming businesses in the United States.
American businesses are banned from doing
business in Cuba, and this has meant that Eu-
ropean and Latin American investors are able
to enjoy new business opportunities without
any competition from United States business
interests.

It is ironic that countries well known for their
human rights violations are our trade partners.
We have opened the doors of commerce with
Vietnam and North Korea, and yet we con-
tinue to follow a policy that has no moral
grounds and damages the national interests of
the United States with respect to Cuba. I
would urge my colleagues to vote against H.R.
927, a bill that moves U.S. foreign policy even
further in the wrong direction. We should in-
stead take the first steps in the path of bring-
ing economic recovery to our neighbor, and
building a productive and peaceful relation-
ship.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me just
say, we are the largest donator of food
to the people of Cuba. I hope my col-
league will hear that. We do not pro-
hibit food or humanitarian assistance
to go to Cuba. It is going down there
every day. In fact, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] has helped
organize getting food into Cuba so that
lady we are talking about whose child
is going to be starving and all that sort
of thing will not be as a result of the
people of the United States because we
are the largest donator of food in Cuba.

It was also said that there might be
somebody who would have a child who
would need a kidney transplant who
could not come to this country because
we would not allow them to have a visa
because their parents were trafficking
in confiscated U.S. property. That is
untrue because there is a presidential
waiver provision in this bill. The Sec-
retary of State and our embassies can
waive that provision for any humani-
tarian purpose. They can do it on a
case-by-case basis.

Mr. Chairman, those two arguments
are like a sieve. They do not hold
water.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SANFORD].

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
tonight in support of this act. I think
that we have heard a lot of discussion
tonight, different opinions on, for in-
stance, what is in the strategic best in-
terest of our country and I think we
would all agree that having a totali-
tarian regime with the third largest
Army in the Western Hemisphere 90
miles from our coast is not a good idea.

Mr. Chairman, we have talked about
what is it that will lead toward peace-
ful transition, away from Castro, and
toward a democratically elected gov-
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what is it that will actually end Cas-
tro’s control, his lock-neck control of
Cuba, a control so tight that Amnesty
International has rated him on the top
of the charts in terms of
nonhumanitarian work toward other
humans, but I would like to suggest
that in all these different options that
we have heard tonight, maybe the real
answer that is never suggested on the
floor of the House is that maybe we do
not know. Maybe we do not know.

I had the good fortune of actually
visiting with refugees with the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and
others 5 months ago, and in that visit
we had conversations with refugees
who said the way to solve the Castro
problem is not by sending more tour-
ists that will lead to replenishment of
his bank accounts, not by sending him
more plant and equipment which will
lead toward greater industry, which
will replenish his bank accounts, not
by allowing him to sell off pieces of the
island of Cuba which will lead toward
him being able to replenish his bank
accounts.
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Instead, the only way that you solve
the Castro problem is by tightening the
noose.

These were people who had risked
their lives and left behind all posses-
sions that they owned for one simple
thought, and that is the idea of free-
dom. Yet these were the people saying
it is my cousin, my aunt, my uncle who
will be the one hurt the worst as you
tighten the noose, but do it because it
is the only way to solve the problem.

With that, I would simply like to say
that if the people most affected by the
decision that we are contemplating say
this is the way to solve the problem,
then maybe in this case they are the
ones that know the answer.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
heartfelt discussion, debate tonight,
and I do not think that either side
should question anybody’s motives. Let
me just say that I supported the em-
bargo against apartheid, racist South
Africa. I support the embargo against
the Serbian regime. I support the em-
bargo against Saddam Hussein in Iraq,
an embargo in Iran, and I support the
embargo against Castro’s Cuba because
I think that embargoes have been and
can be effective tools in bringing down
governments.

Castro has been in power a long, long
time. Here it is 35 years later. He shows
no signs of change, no signs of institut-
ing political pluralism, no signs of in-
stituting democracy. Why would we
want to prop up an aging dictator in
his waning years? I am opposed to dic-
tatorships. Frankly, I do not care if
they are right-wing or left-wing. If
they do not give people the ability to
express themselves politically, if they

do not have a free-market economy, if
they do not have a semblance of politi-
cal pluralism, I do not want to apolo-
gize for them.

This bill attempts to deny Castro for-
eign capital. Is it a perfect bill? I have
not seen any perfect legislation in the
7 years that I have been here, but it is
an attempt to deny him the capital to
help bring down his regime. Will it
work? Time will tell. But I think this
country ought to be on the side of try-
ing to bring down his regime. I think
this bill takes a step in that direction.

Here it is 1995. Castro brings people
to the island and he shows them around
and tells people how wonderful it is.
But the fact of the matter is he is deal-
ing much the same way he dealt
throughout the 1960’s and 1970’s and
1980’s. At a time when other countries
have thrown off the yoke of oppression,
Castro still has a noose around his peo-
ple’s neck.

Some people will argue that the
American embargo has not worked all
these years, so why would a tighter,
more difficult embargo work now? The
fact is that for years Castro had the
Soviet Union prop him up and infuse
capital into his country. The Soviet
Union is gone now. There is no one to
prop him up anymore. He is exposed for
the world to see, and he is hurting.

I think that is what makes the dif-
ference. I think that is what will lead
to the toppling of his regime. I think
this act is something that ought to be
voted upon. I think that Castro has to
go. Why does he not just go and let his
people have democracy and then there
would be no need for this kind of bill?
He will not do it because he cares
about his regime. He cares about out-
dated ideas. The poor Cuban people
have to suffer as a result.

I think we should have a bipartisan
vote for this bill, and I support it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT].

(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not think there is a finer
group of Members of this House than
those who are in the room tonight and
I include in that our adversaries in this
debate.

I am opposed to this bill. I do think
it is fair, however, for me to respond to
a couple of things that have been said
by the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. MENENDEZ], the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and perhaps oth-
ers, along the lines of the fact that
somehow those of us that believe this
bill is a mistake are trying to assert
that somehow the United States has
been the villain. No one has said that
and no one believes that. We all are
here to try to achieve the same pur-
pose. Nor does anyone want to prop up
any dictator anyplace. And I think in
your hearts you know that is the case.

What we are saying is that perhaps
the United States has followed the

wrong policy for a very long time and
that perhaps those of you who, in a
heartfelt and sincere way, advocate
this bill and have advocated other poli-
tics, frankly, which I have voted for in
the past, perhaps are blinded by your
deep-seated feelings to the fact that
the policy which you have advocated
has simply not worked.

The question tonight is whether we
are going to act in the interest of the
people of the United States, in the in-
terest of this Nation as a whole, or
whether we are going to continue to ig-
nore common sense and history and the
wisdom of the entire rest of the world
that opposes this bill and our policy,
and pass a bill that at bottom caters to
the deep-seated sentiments of some of
the people in our country and to the
political dynamics of South Florida
and New Jersey.

That is really what the question to-
night is. It was not legislation like this
that freed the people of the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, nor was it
an embargo that freed them. It was,
rather, the inability of those govern-
ments to isolate their people from the
cultural, commercial and political in-
fluences of the West. They could not
close it out.

Yet what do they bring to us tonight?
A bill which would further isolate the
Cuban people from the political and
economic culture of our country and
the rest of the hemisphere and the rest
of the world, exposure to which would
hasten the end of tyranny in Cuba.

It makes no sense. It denies logic. It
defies history. We have tried it your
way for 30 years. What happened? Seek-
ing to help people who were fleeing tyr-
anny, we invited all Cubans who could
get out to come to the United States
and thereby drain the country of all of
its natural opposition to the govern-
ment that is there today.

Those people that have come here
have been wonderful citizens, more pro-
ductive than the average citizen. They
have made great Members of Congress.
We must recognize the fact that we
have drained the island of its opposi-
tion.

What else did we do? We helped Casto
convince its people that we were the
villains, not his form of government, as
ridiculous as that is, but he has man-
aged to make the case. Why? Because
we are the only nation in the entire
world that pursues a policy like this
toward Cuba, nobody else.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON], talked about South Africa,
and I heard somebody mention the
other embargoes that we have carried
out in the past. We did that with the
help of all the rest of the world. We
have no help in this policy. The entire
world is calling us and saying do not
pass this legislation that is on the floor
tonight. In spite of the failure of this
policy, tonight you ask us to make our
policy even more restrictive, to ignore
the President, ignore the Secretary of
State, ignore pleas from all the world’s
government and take another step inVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00100 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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the wrong direction, the same direction
we have been going without any suc-
cess for 30 years.

This bill, simply put, is an orgy of il-
logical zealotry and individual politi-
cal ambition all coming up at the same
time. Who is going to pay for it? The
kids in Cuba that would like to get a
regular meal three times a day and
cannot, the creative people there that
would like to be somehow involved in
our culture, to be more exposed to it,
the budding entrepreneurs, and they
are budding there if you read any of
the authoritative reports, that would
like to be involved in commerce with
us. Having been made more prosperous,
as the gentleman from New York, [Mr.
SERRANO] said, would therefore be more
influential and more able to speak for
freedom and justice and openness in
Cuba.

I urge the Members of the house to
reject this backward step, to recognize
where we have been, where we have
made mistakes and not go even further
in the wrong direction. Tonight is an
opportunity to say no to a narrow in-
terest and to speak for the American
people.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. Let me just say, briefly, Mr.
Chairman, the embargo that everybody
has been alluding to has been in place
since the Cuban Democracy Act was
passed several years ago by an over-
whelming majority of this House. This
does not have anything to do with the
embargo. What this does is it puts pres-
sure on people who traffic in con-
fiscated U.S. property by denying them
visas, No. 1, and by providing a cause of
action in U.S. courts for restitution if
they buy confiscated U.S. property or
traffic in it. That is what this does. So
when I keep hearing my colleagues
keep talking about this being an ex-
pansion of the embargo, all we are
doing is saying that people who had
their property confiscated have a right,
a cause of action, and that people who
deal in confiscated property should not
be allowed to make a profit by coming
to the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following articles from the
Herald of September 20, 1995:

The articles referred to are as fol-
lows:

VIEWPOINTS ON UNITED STATES-CUBA
RELATIONS—FIND A COMMON GROUND

The following is excerpted from a July let-
ter to President Clinton from Oscar Arias,
the Nobel Peace Prize laureate and former
president of Costa Rica:

On June 26 I had the privilege of hearing
your words at the commemoration of the
50th anniversary of the United Nations Char-
ter in San Francisco. I congratulate you for
your inspiring message. It is satisfying to
hear the president of the most powerful na-
tion in the world remind us that the signato-
ries of the U.N. Charter thought that ‘‘mere-
ly punishing the enemy was self-defeating.’’

Encouraged by your words and actions, I
write to discuss a topic that directly con-
cerns all inhabitants of our continent: the
relationship between the United States and
Cuba. My immediate concern is the Cuban

Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act
(Helms-Burton bill), which openly con-
tradicts the principles so eloquently ex-
pressed in your speech in San Francisco.

I fervently hope that Congress will not
pass such pernicious legislation. But, as un-
fortunate as that would be, I am confident
that you will veto this bill.

This hope does not mean that I approve of
the restrictions of liberty or the violations
of human rights practiced by Fidel Castro’s
regime. Indeed, I have long been an out-
spoken critic of that regime. However, if
‘‘merely punishing the enemy is self-defeat-
ing,’’ to punish the people who are victims of
this enemy is abominable.

There is no longer any moral or ideological
justification for the U.S. embargo. The Unit-
ed States and Cuba should set pride aside.
Both nations should look not to the past but
toward the horizons of the future. The
stronger of the two sides, the one with the
least to lose by opening up, would gain
greater moral strength through such a tre-
mendous act of political courage.

The embargo has served the Cuban govern-
ment as an excuse for its own political and
economic failures. The Helms-Burton bill
would strengthen the hands of Marxist hard-
liners in Cuba. Rather than promoting dia-
logue and encouraging change, strengthening
the embargo will only freeze the United
States and Cuba into fixed political posi-
tions, devoid of openness.

You have said that ‘‘normalization and in-
creased contact between Americans and Vi-
etnamese will advance the cause of freedom
in Vietnam just as it did in Eastern Europe
and the former Soviet Union. The same prin-
ciple applies to Cuba. And if the United
States makes clear that it would not resort
to any form of economic or military sanc-
tions against Cuba, the international com-
munity will, without a doubt exert even
stronger pressure upon Castro to initiate an
opening of democracy on the island. I would
personally work hard to achieve that.

Mr. President, I ask you to begin negotiat-
ing a new era of U.S.-Cuban relations. Only
then can democracy begin to glimmer as a
possibility in Cuba. Cuban leaders have al-
ready expressed their readiness to enter into
immediate negotiation over common prob-
lems, such as immigration. Why not test
whether this is true? Why not consider the
possibility of successively opening topics
such as the fight against drug trafficking,
the protection of the environment, the prob-
lem of human rights violations, and above
all, the political and economic transition of
Cuban government and society?

LET US BEGIN ANEW

I invite you, then, Mr. President, to recall
the words of President John F. Kennedy, in
his inaugural speech of 1961: ‘‘So let us begin
anew—remembering on both sides that civil-
ity is not a sign of weakness, and sincerity is
always subject of proof. Let us never nego-
tiate out of fear. But let us never fear to ne-
gotiate.’’

I am sure, Mr. President, that every effort
you make to alleviate the tensions between
the United States and Cuba, to ease the
sufferings of the Cuban people, and to create
the necessary conditions for a nonviolent
transition toward democracy will be appre-
ciated by present and future generations.

By ending the U.S. isolation of Cuba, you
would gain the warm support and apprecia-
tion of every Latin American government.
As you said in San Francisco: ‘‘Let us say No
to isolation.’’ You have put aside bitterness
and resentment toward Vietnam in order to
move beyond a painful past. In the same
spirit of that grand gesture the community
of nations calls upon you to seek a common
ground with the Cuban people.

TIGHTEN THE EMBARGO

(U.S. Rep. Dan Burton, R-Ill., is chairman
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee’s
Western Hemisphere Subcommittee and
House author of the Cuban Liberty and
Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995.)

Today the House will debate the Cuban
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of
1995, also known as the Burton-Helms Bill.
This bill will be an effective tool for promot-
ing freedom and democracy in Cuba. It will
be of great benefit not only to the people of
Cuba but to the entire hemisphere.

After 36 years of dictatorial rule Fidel Cas-
tro shows absolutely no sign of having
learned the lessons of history or of having
changed at all. His motto is still: ‘‘Socialism
or Death!’’ He is a megalomaniac who views
himself as inseparable from Cuba’s destiny.
His legacy is a sorry one indeed. Before Cas-
tro’s 1959 revolution, Cuba was, per capita,
one of the wealthiest countries in Latin
America. Today it is one of the poorest, a
testimony to communism’s abject failure.

The Castro strategy for achieving longev-
ity is simple: Cling to power at all cost, and
do whatever it takes to attract foreign cur-
rency. His regime has developed one of the
world’s most brutal, repressive, and efficient
control systems. It seems capable of keeping
him in control for now.

Nonetheless, as economic conditions con-
tinue to deteriorate, Castro is becoming in-
creasingly desperate for foreign currency.
Thus the Cuban regime is now encouraging
massive foreign investment for the first
time. Property and businesses, many con-
fiscated in the early 1960s from American
citizens, are being sold at bargain prices to
Mexicans, Canadians, and Europeans.

Some pundits contend that massive invest-
ment, including and especially from the
United States, is the way to bring about re-
form in Cuba. They point to Eastern Europe
and say that an infusion of Western capital
and influence in Cuba will be too much for
Castro to withstand.

This argument is false. Castro is deter-
mined to control tightly any foreign invest-
ment in Cuba. The proof is in Cuba’s tourist
industry. Hotels and resorts are off limits to
the Cuban people. Workers are approved and
paid by the government. The foreign cur-
rency benefits the Castro regime, not the
Cuban people.

The Burton-Helms Bill is a very important
vehicle for advancing U.S. interests in Cuba:

It reaffirms the long-standing bipartisan
U.S. policy toward Castro, including the em-
bargo.

It expands and internationalizes the em-
bargo.

It would penalize international financial
institutions for extending credit to the Cas-
tro regime.

It sets up a program to assist a transi-
tional government in Cuba moving toward
democracy.

It allows U.S. citizens who owned property
confiscated in Cuba to sue for damages any
foreigners who buy or use the property. This
will have a chilling effect on unscrupulous
individuals or corporations who may be con-
templating such a move. We also would like
to see a reduction in foreign investment in
Cuba, investment that only helps to perpet-
uate the Castro dictatorship.

WHY CASTRO OPPOSES BURTON-HELMS BILL

The Burton-Helms Bill will send a clear
message to Castro, the international commu-
nity, and most important, the Cuban people.
By passing our bill, we will let Castro know
that we are serious about pressing him to
allow his people to choose their own destiny.
We will also be communicating to our allies
and to other countries who seek American
cooperation that Cuba is a matter of the ut-
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Since the Burton-Helms Bill was intro-

duced earlier this year, the Castro regime
has been busy distorting its intent and po-
tential effect. Cuba’s state-controlled media
are attempting to scare the Cuban people
into believing that our bill is inmical to
their interests. Last spring I visited Guanta-
namo Bay and met there with many of the
thousands of Cubans who escaped from Cas-
tro last year. They were unanimous in en-
couraging us to forge ahead.

We have reason to believe that the Cuban
people are aware of our legislation and that
the vast majority support its passage. It is
precisely for the well-being and democratic
future of the people of Cuba that we are de-
termined to see to it that our bill becomes
law. The Cuban people deserve it, and the
American people should support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] has
131⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, we
are told tonight that Cuba represents
no threat to the United States. She
possesses few arms and perhaps no mis-
siles. On the contrary, Mr. Chairman.
Cuba represents a threat to things as
old as this Nation itself, a threat to
human freedom, the right to speak, to
worship, to seek the consent of the
governed.

We are told, Mr. Chairman, that the
cold war is over, so indeed we have no
conflict with Castro’s Cuba. On the
contrary, Mr. Chairman, America’s
fight for human decency, for the rights
of the individual began 200 years before
the cold war and will outlive the last
memory of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Chairman, all we do in this Na-
tion is not defined by the cold war. We
did not fight apartheid in South Africa
because of a cold war. We do not stand
up to Libyan terrorism because of the
cold war. We stand up for racial jus-
tice, for peace, for the consent of the
governed because of who we are. We are
told that America may stand alone in
standing up to Castro’s Cuba.

Mr. Chairman, America has never
stood in better company. The French
may seek their profits, the Canadians
may want their investments. After the
last hotel has been built, the last child
of Cuba has been sent onto the streets
of Havana to prostitute herself, the
United States will be talking about
freedom and elections and human
rights if we are the last people on earth
who will do it.

Three years ago in a proud moment
in this institution, in the proudest mo-
ment of my career in this Congress, on
a bipartisan basis, we passed the Cuban
Democracy Act. Built on the experi-
ence of the embargo against South Af-
rica and Haiti, Rhodesia, North Korea,
we decided to take a stand that we
would not have American corporations
profit off the misery of the Cuban peo-
ple, that we would take a moral stand
to demand elections for the Cuban peo-
ple.
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It was the use of a legitimate and

historic tool of international diplo-
macy, the most effective alternative to
military confrontation, the economic
embargo. Two hundred years old, and
effective in every generation. This has
been no exception.

Fidel Castro responded to the Cuban
Democracy Act by taking confiscated
property, stolen from American citi-
zens and corporations and the Cuban
people themselves, and selling it on the
world market to buy time for his dicta-
torship. That is the problem before this
House tonight, not the embargo.

That judgment was made 3 years ago.
The very fact that Fidel Castro has had
to respond by confiscating and selling
property is the real proof of how effec-
tive the embargo was 36 months ago.
But the practical problem before the
Members of this institution is that
Fidel Castro has taken the property of
your constituents, our citizens, stolen
it, and is selling it on the world mar-
ket.

Now, I ask the Members, as rep-
resentatives of the American people,
what is it we intend to do about it?
What is it we are going to do? Is this
the right of a foreign Nation, to take
our property and then sell it whole-
sale? We have never allowed that to
happen before. Is that some special
privilege we will give to the Cuban gov-
ernment?

The bill of the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON] is an answer to the
question. We will give the right to sue
in an American court to a citizen who
has lost their property, not because
they should not have the right legiti-
mately, appropriately, to take that
suit to a Cuban court. That is the real
answer, that is the right answer, but
Castro will not let them in the court. If
he would, we would not be here to-
night. So if Members oppose the answer
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON], the real question is, they
have no answer.

Then there is the ultimate practical
question of them all. No matter what
side of this debate they are on tonight,
Members know this: We all agree Fidel
Castro’s days are numbered. The end of
the dictatorship is coming.

What are we to do when it happens?
Are Members all prepared to vote the
taxpayers’ money to compensate Amer-
ican citizens who have had their prop-
erty stolen? Is that what is to happen?
This is to become the burden of the
American taxpayer?

The better answer is that of the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].
Stop the confiscation and the sales
now. Do not let the sales take place at
all.

He achieves this by a very practical
answer. Mexican, Canadian, British
companies, they have a choice. They
can profit by the theft of American
corporate and personal property. They
may make a few dollars, but they will
not visit or do business in the United
States. They must make their choice.

Is that fair? How would Members feel
as an American citizen if they saw an
advertisement for the products of a
company that was theirs, that was sto-
len, and the product is being sold? How
would they like to walk down the
streets of New York and see a visiting
Mexican businessman, visiting our
country as our guest, and he is living
in their house, operating their busi-
ness?

This is not against the Cuban people
themselves. We have exempted out per-
sonal residences. No Cuban family will
lose their home or their farmland or
their means of support.

It is against international corpora-
tions that would profit by the loss of
our constituents.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is an answer,
I believe in my heart, maybe the last
answer. We are in the final stages of a
confrontation that has lasted more
than a generation. Fidel Castro cannot
escape. He cannot survive unless we
allow him to.

The answers to the real questions
that were here tonight are not in our
hands. The embargo can end. It can end
tomorrow. One man can end it: Fidel
Castro. Under our law, under the Cuban
Democracy Act, it ends the day he de-
clares a free and fair election. The
power is in his hands, but only if we
make him use it.

If he thinks there is division in this
hall, disagreement in this Government,
he will never face that ultimate choice.
Make him face that day, to call that
election.

My colleagues, tomorrow Democrats
and Republicans, liberals and conserv-
atives, north and south, can send an
unmistakable message to every student
in Cuba who wants to take to the
street to demand freedom but is afraid,
to every political prisoner who lives in
the shadows of a Cuban jail and wants
hope, to every patriot in Cuba who
longs to take a stand, that they are not
alone, that we are with them. The mo-
ment is coming and this Nation, which
has stood for so many free people in so
many struggles in so many lands,
stands with them now.

I urge my colleagues to support the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
tomorrow, not by a narrow margin, by
an overwhelming margin, not with
doubt but with enormous resolve, that
we will in our time end this dictator-
ship and for the first time in the 400-
year history of the founding of this
continent see free governments in
every land, in every Nation, in all the
Americas.

That, my friends, is the judgment. I
congratulate the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON] on his legislation. It
is my great pride to be part of crafting
this bill. I urge my colleagues to vote
affirmatively tomorrow.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in opposition to this, I think,
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Mr. Chairman, the cold war is over.

The Soviet Union is gone. Cuba is no
longer a threat to our Nation’s secu-
rity. Yet the supporters of this bill
would seek to keep us fighting a cold
war battle.

Mr. Chairman, we already maintain a
comprehensive trade and travel embar-
go on Cuba. What have been the effects
of this embargo? It has caused 10 mil-
lion people of Cuba to suffer from criti-
cal shortages of food and medicine. It
has kept United States businesses shut
out of expanding investment opportu-
nities in Cuba while other countries
take advantage of it. It has not led to
any major changes in the leadership of
Cuba. This bill would change none of
that. But what H.R. 927 would do is try
to force other countries to keep from
trading with Cuba as well. Not only is
this a violation of trade law but it also
risks our good relations with some of
our most important trading partners,
including Canada, England, Italy, and
Mexico.

I ask my colleagues, is it worth hurt-
ing our own economy and running the
risk of an international trade war just
to make Cubans suffer a little more?

Mr. Chairman, I just do not see the
need for a bill which puts burdens on
our own economic future to fight a war
that ended years ago. Even supporters
of the current embargo agree, this bill
is the wrong way to bring about politi-
cal change. Do not be afraid of our
human potential and our ability to pre-
vail by example, not by ridiculous
avoidance. Let us begin the leadership
we are capable of. Vote against this
bill.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have had
an excellent debate tonight. I want to
say that I think we choose tomorrow
between 2 very different philosophies in
promoting change in Cuba.

One philosophy is represented by this
bill. It is that if you make conditions
in Cuba significantly worse, you will
prompt the Cuban people to rise up
against their government. I want to
say that I respect deeply the motiva-
tion and the intent of those who favor
this bill. They are very good and very
honorable Members of this institution.
They make their arguments with total
sincerity and with obvious skill.

The competing philosophy is that
governments can be toppled peacefully
by exposure to the free flow of ideas
and the benefits of the free markets.

There is no difference among us in
this Chamber that Castro must go. All
of the denunciations of Castro that we
have heard tonight are correct. We all
agree that Cuba will and must make
the difficult transition to democracy
and free markets, and that is the
American national interest here, that
that occur. The question is how to
bring about that change without jeop-
ardizing U.S. national interests.

I believe that the choice is very
clear. A policy of engagement, of con-

tact, of exchange, of dialogue with the
Cuban people offers in my view the best
hope for peaceful change. That is the
policy, after all, that was successful in
eastern Europe and helped to bring
about the end of the Cold War. A policy
of engagement means showing a new
generation of Cubans how to make
their world different. It means engag-
ing the Cuban people and that that in-
creases the chances that a transition
to democracy and free markets will be
peaceful.

I think the policy of isolation is a
fair riskier course. The theory is the
greater the pressure, the greater the
likelihood of Castro’s overthrow. But
what happens when the lid blows? The
policy of isolation increases the risks
of violent explosion in Cuba. It in-
creases the risk of a massive exodus of
refugees, and it increases the risk of
possible U.S. military intervention.

I reject a policy based on isolation
and hardship for the Cuban people. I re-
ject a policy that pins its hope for
change in Cuba on the promotion of un-
rest and violence.

We have had a lot of debate here to-
night, but I do not know that we have
described what is in this bill. Let me
try to do that briefly and I hope fairly.

First, it tightens the embargo on
Cuba. It urges the President to apply
existing sanctions against any country
assisting Cuba. It requires the United
States representative to vote against
any loan for Cuba in the international
financial institutions, such as the
World Bank and the IMF.

Second, for those who lost property
in Cuba, this legislation creates a spe-
cial and an unprecedented right to sue
in U.S. courts. The purpose of that pro-
vision is to discourage any foreign in-
vestment in Cuba.

Third, this law imposes new visa re-
strictions. It requires the Secretary of
State to exclude from the United
States any person who has had even a
remote connection to property con-
fiscated by the Castro regime, whether
they are aware of the connection or
not.

Finally, the most constructive por-
tion of this bill as reported out of the
committee, an assistance program to
promote democracy in a post-Castro
Cuba, has been eliminated.
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Now the bill says Congress will con-
sider an aid plan, once Castro is gone.
But it also sets conditions that are so
stringent that it is unlikely an aid pro-
gram would ever be approved in time to
make a difference.

I think the bill damages U.S. inter-
ests in 3 ways: First, by increasing
Cuba’s isolation and hardship, this bill
harms U.S. security. The bill states
that the acts of the Castro government
are a threat to international peace.
That is not the assessment of the Na-
tional Security Council.

What is the threat today? Castro is
not exporting revolution. He has no
Army, Navy or Air Force that can

threaten the United States. According
to General Sheehan, and he is the Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Atlantic Com-
mand, the threat to the United States
from Cuba today is from refugees.

Mr. Chairman, if we make conditions
in Cuba more desperate, we increase
the chances of another mass exodus of
refugees to the United States. If we
make conditions in Cuba more des-
perate, we risk prolonged violence and
U.S. military intervention. Chaos in
Cuba could mean young Americans and
young Cubans meeting either other at
gun point.

Second, this bill puts further isola-
tion of Cuba above any other U.S. Gov-
ernment foreign policy goal. No other
government in the world agrees with
the stated policy of this bill, and with-
out the support of other governments,
that policy cannot succeed. In the
course of increasing Cuba’s isolation
and seeking to force other countries to
go along, this bill will damage our rela-
tions with our closest allies, friends,
and trading partnerships in Europe,
Japan, Canada, and Mexico.

This bill does violate NAFTA.
NAFTA guarantees the free movement
of business travelers throughout North
America. This bill undermines world
leadership at the World Bank and IMF
by forcing the United States to with-
hold funds and dictating how the Unit-
ed States will vote.

Third, this bill creates an adminis-
trative and legal nightmare for the
United States Government. The bill es-
tablishes an unenforceable standard for
the exclusion of aliens. Every consular
officer in the world will have to ask
every visa applicant, ‘‘Do you own
property once confiscated in Cuba?’’
Consular officers will be asked to make
visa decisions in the absence of reliable
information about property trans-
actions in Cuba.

This bill will not ensure that prop-
erty claims in Cuba are resolved fairly.
There is an established procedure in
place to handle expropriated property
claims. It is called the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission, and it works.
It worked in Vietnam, it worked in
Iran, and when the United States has a
Cuba with which it can negotiate, it
will work there as well.

The claims commission examines the
universe of possible claims and the uni-
verse of resources available for resolv-
ing those claims. This bill sets up an
entirely new way of handling these dis-
putes. It sends everyone to court. And
keep in mind that a court looks only at
the plaintiff and the defendant imme-
diately before it. Under this bill, the
only people with a chance of being
helped are those who can afford to get
to the courthouse first, or stay the
longest.

Mr. Chairman, this bill makes it
more difficult for the United States to
negotiate a claims settlement with a
transition government in Cuba. It
makes it more difficult for the United
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all Americans with property claims in
Cuba.

I believe also that this bill is a litiga-
tion magnet. It invites anyone who has
had property confiscated in Cuba over
the past 30 years, whether a U.S. citi-
zen or not, to incorporate and then to
file a lawsuit in U.S. Federal courts.

Just this past winter when the House
considered items from the Contract
With America, it sought to limit the
proliferation of lawsuits in this coun-
try. Now we are talking about mandat-
ing that Federal courts allow an en-
tirely new, unprecedented right of ac-
tion.

Having huge numbers of this kind of
lawsuit pending will have a chilling ef-
fect on economic recovery when a tran-
sition in Cuba is underway. No one will
invest in property for which there is no
clear title. There will not be enough
money available to resolve these law-
suits.

What impresses any observer of cur-
rent relations between the United
States and Cuba is that the two gov-
ernments are at an impasse. They are
dug in and neither is prepared to move.

Mr. Chairman, I do not expect any
meaningful change from Castro. He
continues to blame all of Cuba’s prob-
lems on the embargo. He uses the em-
bargo to justify repression, which we
have had spelled out for us very well
tonight, and to justify his resistance to
change. But change is happening today
all around Castro; change that he did
not want, change that he cannot stop,
and more change than at any time
since he took power.

The beginnings of economic reform,
forced by the end of the Soviet sub-
sidies, has given a small but growing
number of Cubans economic independ-
ence for the first time in 36 years. Mr.
Chairman, 200,000 Cubans today are
self-employed in restaurants,
barbarshops, repair shops and other
services. Small farmers and agricul-
tural cooperatives are selling produce
at market prices. Dollars are circulat-
ing legally.

The Catholic church is playing a
larger role today in Cuban life. Small
groups of Cuban citizens are gathering
to discuss life after Castro. Signs of
change in Cuba, modest changes to be
sure, but they are beginning every-
where.

Mr. Chairman, the United States
Government ought to be flexible and
creative enough to respond to these
changes, these signs of change in Cuba.
We should have enough confidence in
our Democratic values to take the ini-
tiative to cultivate and reinforce the
process of change in Cuba.

Mr. Chairman, a key lever of U.S.
policy should be the embargo of Cuba.
I do not favor unilateral action to lift
the embargo, but our willingness to
ease the embargo, step by step in re-
sponse to change in Cuba, is a powerful
tool to foster and accelerate further
change in the direction of reform.

We have another tools to foster
change in Cuba. First, we can use that

Cuban Democracy Act, sponsored by
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], which I supported. Its pro-
visions are designed to promote in-
creased contact between the citizens of
the United States and Cuba, including
the free flow of information and the es-
tablishment of U.S. news bureaus in
Cuba.

Second, we can spell out an assist-
ance program to help bring about a
transition in Cuba. We should author-
ize food, medicine, energy assistance
for Cuba, and the same types of assist-
ance we are providing to Eastern Eu-
rope and the former Soviet Union.

Insofar as I am concerned, I would
advocate additional steps. The August
1994 limitations on remittances to
Cuba were a step in the wrong direc-
tion. They should be lifted. The U.S.
should promote, not curtail, people-to-
people contacts between the United
States and Cuban citizens by ending
the travel ban. The United States
should clear the way for the commer-
cial sale of food and medicines in Cuba
to help alleviate human suffering.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the issues in
this debate are clear-cut. This bill in-
creases the isolation of Cuba. I believe
that is the wrong policy. The most im-
portant Republican foreign policy fig-
ure of his generation, President Rich-
ard Nixon, reached the same conclusion
shortly before his death. He said,
among other things, ‘‘It is time to shift
to central focus of our policies from
hurting Cuba’s government to helping
its people.’’

‘‘Our best service,’’ he writes, ‘‘to the
Cuban people now, would be to build
pressure from within by actively stim-
ulating Cuba’s contacts with the free
world. What has worked in China now
has the best chance of working in
Cuba.’’

Still quoting him, ‘‘This means we
should drop the economic embargo and
open the way to trade, investment, and
economic interaction, while insisting
that ideas and information be allowed
to flow as freely as goods.’’

I agree with former President Nixon.
But he was not alone. Others opposed
to further isolating Cuba include
former Secretary of State Eagleburger,
former National Security Advisor
Brzezinski, William F. Buckley, Jr.,
and the editorial page of the Wall
Street Journal. They also include Ha-
vana’s Catholic bishops.

Mr. Chairman, I understand those
who hate Castro. He has committed
terrible acts over 36 years against the
Cuban people. We all agree in this
Chamber that Castro must go; the
sooner the better. But we should not
base our foreign policy on hatred of
Castro. We should base our policy on
what is best for the United States and
what is best for the Cuban people. I
think a policy based on punishing the
Cuban people is not in the best inter-
ests of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, a policy of isolating
Cuba over the past 36 years has failed
to protect and promote United States

interests in Cuba. Increasing that iso-
lation and hardship, as this bill surely
does, will only further harm the Cuban
people and the American national in-
terests. I think we should choose a dif-
ferent course. We should choose to en-
gage the Cuban people in order to in-
crease the chances for a peaceful tran-
sition to a democracy and a market
economy.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to quote
briefly from the letter from the Sec-
retary of State. He recommends in a
letter addressed to the Speaker, Sep-
tember 20, that the President veto the
bill if it passes the Congress in its cur-
rent form.

With respect to title II he says, ‘‘We
believe that H.R. 927 would actually
damage prospects for a peaceful transi-
tion.’’ And I am quoting his letter:

We have consistently objected to the over-
ly rigid list of more than a dozen ‘‘require-
ments’’ for determining when a transition or
a Democratic government is in power. These
inflexible standards for responding to what
may be a rapidly evolving situation could
leave the United States on the sidelines dur-
ing a transition.

Quoting again, ‘‘* * * the legislation
fails to signal to the Cuban people that
the United States is prepared to assist
them once the inevitable to democracy
in Cuba begins.’’ The Secretary of
State also says, with regard to the con-
ditions in the bill, that they create a
rigid conditioning of assistance that
can have far-reaching consequences
and may interfere with our ability to
advance the national interests.

With respect to title III, he makes
the argument, and I quote him, that is
the title relating to property claims:

While we are firmly committed to seeking
the resolution of U.S. property claims by a
future Cuban government, the right created
by the bill to sue in U.S. courts persons who
buy or invest in expropriated U.S. properties
in Cuba is a misguided attempt to address
this problem. Encumbering property in Cuba
with litigation in U.S. courts is likely to im-
pede our own efforts to negotiate a success-
ful resolution of U.S.-citizen claims.

Mr. Chairman, he goes on to say,
‘‘This stance would be hard to defend
under international law.’’ With respect
to title III, he says that:

Title III will ultimately prove harmful to
U.S. business. First, it sets a precedent that,
if followed by other country, would increase
litigation risks for U.S. companies abroad.
Second, it will create a barrier to participa-
tion by U.S. businesses in the Cuban market
once the transition to democracy begins.

He concludes on title III and says,
‘‘* * * the bill erects an enormous legal
hurdle to participation by U.S. busi-
nesses in the rebuilding of a free and
independent Cuba.’’

With respect to title IV, the Sec-
retary concludes that it, ‘‘* * * will
create enormous frictions with our al-
lies and be both burdensome and dif-
ficult to administer.’’ That is the title
with respect to the visas.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
defeat this bill when we vote tomor-
row.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-

man, I want to thank the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. MENDENDEZ], the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], the gentlewoman from
Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH],
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
DEUTSCH], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL], and especially, I
thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILMAN], the chairman of the com-
mittee, for their very hard work in
crafting a bill that I think will ulti-
mately lead to the demise of the Castro
regime in Cuba.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DIAZ-BALART].
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to speak to a
number of issues that have been
brought out in the last minutes. A
whole gamut of arguments have been
leveled, have been produced to try to
defeat this legislation.

Earlier in the evening we heard some
simpler arguments. The distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
International Relations has just, in his
typically eloquent way, gone into
depth, espousing the position of the
Clinton administration that I know he
shares with regard to this legislation,
and I think he has done so very effec-
tively.

There are a number of points that I
think need to be rebutted that the dis-
tinguished gentleman brought out, be-
cause I take issue with them, and I
think that it is important to attempt
to set the record straight. I will be
brief in attempting to do so.

For example, he stated that the bill
would permit people to incorporate a
legal entity, and then, based on the
cause of action being created by this
legislation, go into court and try to sue
traffickers of American property. That
is not correct. The American citizen,
individual, or legal entity, would have
to exist before the enactment, be a per-
son, before the enactment of this legis-
lation in order to take advantage of
the cause of action.

Other things were stated, for exam-
ple, with regard to the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission, which I think
I need to make reference to, because
again I take issue with what was said.
The argument was made that this leg-
islation in some way would hamper or
interfere with the process of certified
claims under the Foreign Claims Set-
tlement Commission. That is not the
case. That process remains untouched.
Only those certified claims by the For-
eign Claims Settlement Commission
need to be represented by the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

The new cause of action created by
this legislation will be private with re-
gard to nonresidential property in
Cuba, and will lie solely against the

traffickers in stolen United States
property, and will end upon the occur-
rence of free and fair elections in Cuba.

Now, the arguments that were made
earlier, quite frankly, Mr. Chairman,
were more difficult to remain calm
upon hearing them, because some of
them I think were very unfair. But, in
a democracy, one respects all points of
view, even the most differing points of
view. I think it is important to the
democratic process that debate be able
to take place respectfully.

Again, we heard, even after the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ] spoke, the allegation that a
somehow narrow interest has to do
with this legislation, a narrow interest
because Cuban-Americans support this
legislation, despite the fact that we see
speaking just a few minutes ago the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SANFORD], despite the fact that the
sponsor, the gentleman [Mr. BURTON],
is from Indiana. It is the narrow inter-
est of Cuban-Americans.

So, as my dear colleague and friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ] said, we do not hear that on
this floor when Americans of Jewish
descent or heritage speak about their
very passionately held views on the
Middle East, or when Irish-Americans
speak about American policy with re-
gard to Northern Ireland. We do not
hear about that being a narrow inter-
est.

But even after the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ] spoke, we
again heard that here. But again, Mr.
Chairman, we have learned not to take
those points, those assertions person-
ally, and, rather, try to stick to the
legislation in this instance. We put up
with and listen respectfully to state-
ments, misstatements that are made or
allegations that are unfair. We do so
conscious of the fact that it is a privi-
lege to serve in this body and to rep-
resent almost 600,000 constituents, and
at the same time to dream of and fight
for the freedom of 11 million people
who, for 37 years, have been bound and
gagged by a tyrant who refuses to
grant them that elemental right to
self-determination, which can only be
exercised through free and fair elec-
tions.

We think and we pray for the op-
pressed people of Cuba, and we work for
the day that they can be free, con-
scious, when we come here and we lis-
ten to unfair accusations, that when
we compare that, the discomfort that
unfair accusations can cause. When we
compare that to, for example, what it
means when the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON] and the gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] ear-
lier made reference to this letter that
we received today from, I believe it is
47 or 49 leaders of the dissident move-
ment from within Cuba supporting this
legislation, when we compare discom-
fort that may be caused to us by unfair
allegations with what it means for
these people and their families to, on
the record, send us this letter on this

debate, obviously, with the full knowl-
edge and expectation that this letter
will be used in this debate to help let
the American people know about what
the feelings of the oppressed Cuban
people are. They know very well that
the Cuban tyrant personally is watch-
ing this debate.

They know that he has representa-
tives here in the gallery watching this
debate. Those poor petrified souls, they
are probably more scared of the tyrant
than anyone can conceive of, because
they head of the intersection here was
just fired because he was not able to
prevent this legislation from coming to
the floor, despite the express orders of
the tyrant and the Clinton administra-
tion. And I say this with all respect.

All of the arguments that we have
heard them advance are prompted very
simply by one reality. They were
threatened by Castro in the summer of
1994 with an immigration crisis. Castro
felt that President Clinton would re-
spond to the blackmail by sitting down
at the negotiation table, and he was
correct. Then when he saw that the
party that I am honored to belong to
won the elections in 1994, and he saw
that we filed this legislation, and he
saw that the possibility existed, de-
spite the feeling of outrage expressed
by our colleague, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RANGEL], that it will
never become law, when the tyrant of
Cuba sees that he has to fire his inter-
section chief and that this very well
may become law, he again threatened
the Clinton administration.

He said, you must veto this, or that
immigration agreement that we sat
down and negotiated, where I promised
to become in effect a collaborator, Cas-
tro said of the United States, in hold-
ing back refugees because of the anti-
immigrant feeling now in the United
States. Oh, Castro said to Clinton, now
again, if you do not stop this bill, I will
abrogate the agreement and unleash,
once again, immigration blackmail.

A little history, Mr. Chairman, I
think would be helpful at this time
with regard to democratic transitions.
I wanted to say, by the way, in wrap-
ping up that concept that I have hope
that the President of the United States
will reconsider this position and that
this letter that was sent to us today by
the Secretary of State will tell Mr.
Castro that the superpower is the Unit-
ed States, and that moribund dictator-
ship is the Castro regime.

I am confident that the President
will reconsider his position and do with
the letter sent to us by Mr. Christopher
today what I think is required of him,
which is to reject that advice, and re-
ject the blackmail and the threats of
the Cuban tyrant.

I am confident that the President of
the United States, really that any
President of the United States rep-
resenting the great people of this Na-
tion, the only superpower remaining in
the world, will reconsider and tell the
Cuban tyrant what he has to be told.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00105 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Now, as I stated, a little history with

regard to democratic transitions would
be helpful at this point, I think, Mr.
Chairman. In every case where there
has been a transition from a dictator-
ship in the last 40 years in the world to
a democracy, it has been because, and
I want to, if I may, speak separately
about the Soviet Empire, because we
have heard tonight that the Soviet Em-
pire collapsed because of engagement.

I happen to believe that the Soviet
Empire, as I think the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] mentioned be-
fore, collapsed when two factors came
into being. First, the dictator that hap-
pened to take power in the Soviet
Union in 1985 thought that he could
make communism effective and effi-
cient, and came up with a concept of
glasnost and perestroika, in other
words, that communism somehow, with
some sort of human face, in other
words, that he could be a dictator, a
Communist dictator without killing.

When we combine that with having
run into Ronald Reagan, this Strategic
Defense Initiative, and the fact that
the Soviet Union tried to match the
United States and remain a military
superpower, the Soviet Union exploded
like a balloon full of hot air. So that is
with regard to the Soviet Empire. But
let us look at the other democratic
transitions.

The Dominican Republic, after 32
years, the dictator Trujillo was assas-
sinated. The Organization of America
States had imposed sanctions and was
in the process of expelling the Domini-
can Republic. The new regime, faced
with the international sanctions, let
the exiled opposition movement re-
turn, the Dominican Revolutionary
Party, and agreed to hold elections in
1962 in Spain. There the dictator was
not assassinated, but his hand-picked
successor was, and then he died of nat-
ural causes in 1975.

I lived in Spain in my high school
years. I recall the isolationism that
Franco was subjected to. At the begin-
ning of his regime he was actually ex-
pelled from the United Nations. All
Ambassadors were withdrawn, and he
was never admitted back into the Eu-
ropean Community. And to the very
end of his days, Franco had to, even
with foreign investments coming in,
had to live with the reality of absolute
diplomatic exclusion and by charter,
the European Community, which was
then called the Common Market, stat-
ed that only representative democ-
racies would be admitted into that or-
ganization.

What happened? The dictator phys-
ically disappeared. The regime agreed
to legalize political activity and to
hold elections.

The Greece of the colonels in the
1960s and 1970s, again excluded from the
mechanism of the European Commu-
nity, and nobody would have dreamt to
advocate constructive engagement or
letting the Greece of the colonels back
into the incipient European Commu-
nity organizations.

The South Africa of the apartheid re-
gime, this Congress and the world com-
munity imposed international sanc-
tions, and we saw that there, volun-
tarily, the dictatorship agreed to hold
free and fair elections.

The chief of Chile, Pinochet, the
world community again continued to
condemn time after time and isolate
the regime. Could it have been con-
ceived of that Pinochet would have
been invited to any conference of Latin
American leaders?

b 2300
That any Latin American or Euro-

pean or any other leaders would have
invited him to the table to sit down
and be treated by like a democratically
elected President? No. That dictator-
ship voluntarily, like the South Afri-
can dictatorship, agreed to a change.

Mr. Chairman, where have there not
been democratic transitions, where
constructive engagement has not been
accompanied by even political sanc-
tions? China and Vietnam that we hear
about all the time. The advocates of
engagement, who coincidentally hap-
pen to be those who led the fight for
sanctions in South Africa, led the fight
for sanctions in Haiti, led the fight for
sanctions against Chile, but with re-
gard to Castro’s Cuba are seeking so-
called engagement.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] said that pol-
icy is working in China. What I see
working in China is that Mao Tse Tung
died and the communist dictators are
still in power and there is no pressure
for a democratic transition because if
you get all the investment and you
don’t get any of the political sanctions
or economic sanctions, you can be
there, call yourself what you want to
call yourself. Franco called himself a
Phalangist. The Chinese fascist thugs
still call themselves, I believe they
still call themselves Marxist-Leninists.
They are thugs, they are dictators.
They demonstrated in Tiananmen
Square just a few years ago. So that is
a little history that I think is impor-
tant to realize.

Mr. Chairman, the Cuban people are
bound and gagged. The Cuban people,
as the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SANFORD] said when we went with
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON], the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], and the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ],
when we went to meet with the demo-
cratically elected representatives of
the Cuban people who had arrived
weeks before at Guantanamo, 30,000 of
them were there and they had elected
their leaders, one of the few elections,
the only election that had taken place
on Cuban soil in many, many years,
they told us, as the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] said,
why can you not get the Spaniards and
the rest of the Europeans and the Mexi-
cans to stop trading and join in inter-
national sanctions?

Well, we may not be able to get them
to show any ethics in the United Na-

tions. I think, by the way, and this bill
calls for, the President to seek an
international embargo at the U.N. Se-
curity Council. The administration
comes back and says, ‘‘Well, even our
unilateral embargo gets condemned.’’ I
had to hold my laughter when members
of the National Security Council gave
me that argument. I said, please do not
tell me that when Mr. Aristide, in cus-
tody of the Secret Service in his
Georgetown exile, votes to condemn
American policy, that you are using
much advocacy or really trying to con-
vince Mr. Aristide not to condemn
American policy in the General Assem-
bly, and they could not answer it. Do
not tell me that when you cannot get
Mr. Balaguer of the Dominican Repub-
lic or the President of Guatemala or
the President of Honduras to vote with
the United States in the United Na-
tions General Assembly that you are
using a lot of political capital or advo-
cacy. That is a farce.

Mr. Chairman, I think that every
year the administration picks two or
three countries not to condemn or em-
bargo. That is my personal belief, no
proof of it. But I think we could con-
vince Guatemala and Honduras not to
condemn us. I truly believe so, that our
State Department could do that.

So the Cuban people, bound and
gagged, for 37 years disarmed, one of
the first things that Castro did was say
when he arrived in Havana, the issue of
racism was brought up, some people re-
ferred to him at that time as the great
white hope. Another issue for discus-
sion perhaps another day. He said,
armas por que, arms for what? The peo-
ple who had arms turned them over be-
fore they realized what kind of a totali-
tarian system this man was going to
institute. They are unarmed, they are
bound and gagged, they want the right
to free elections. When we hear our col-
leagues say that we all support free
elections, what are we willing to do
about it?

What the American people are will-
ing to do about it, number one, is tell
our business community that they can-
not trade and profit from the oppres-
sion of Castro, and now we are telling
the international business community
that if they want to go in there and
purchase the property that used to be-
long to American citizens,
nonresidential, Castro continues to lie
about that, that then they will have
consequences in this market.

The practical effect: Choose. Cooper-
ate with the more abundant dictator-
ship or have access to the American
market.

I think the American people are
going to be proud of this bill. It is in
the best traditions of the American
people. The American people are the
only people that helped the Cuban peo-
ple in the 19th century after a hundred
years of struggle when the Cubans were
fighting against Spanish colonialism
and the American people were proud of
that chapter in American history.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00106 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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They are going to be proud of the

fact that the Cuban people, when they
get over this nightmare, they will be
able to look in the eye each and every
American citizen and say that you and
each and every American citizen will
be proud of the fact that their rep-
resentatives followed a policy through-
out this era that can make them proud.
And that stands with the Cuban people,
and on the issue of Cuba, the only peo-
ple we have to be worried about stand-
ing with are the Cuban people.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R. 927, a bill
that will hasten the restoration of freedom to
the people of Cuba.

The collapse of the Soviet Union ended the
subsidies and trade benefits that have
propped up Castro’s regime. The end of these
subsidies has highlighted Castro’s inability to
provide even basic necessities for the Cuban
people.

In comparable circumstances in Eastern Eu-
rope, the United States sought political reform
first and then expanded trade and eventually
provided foreign assistance. Similarly, a policy
of political and economic reform would provide
the Cuban people an opportunity to regain the
freedom they deserve.

Expanding commercial activity before real
reforms occur, however, simply gives Castro
an opportunity to obtain hard currency while
continuing his policies of violating human
rights and denying Cubans their personal lib-
erties.

Mr. Chairman, Cuba is a unique case in
American foreign policy. Policies that have
worked in other parts of the world are not ap-
plicable in Cuba. Arguments that may have
sounded proper when applied elsewhere ring
hollow in Cuba.

As long as Castro rules Cuba, Florida will
face the continued threat of massive illegal im-
migration. And Castro will rule as long as he
receives hard currency that enables him to
pay his minions. And Castro will continue to
receive this money until we toughen our poli-
cies against those quick buck companies that
are lining their pockets at the expense of the
Cuban people.

I believe that this legislation will continue
pressure on Castro while assuring the Cuban
people that the United States will support a
truly democratic Cuba in the future. Make no
mistake about it—only a democratic Cuba that
guarantees true freedom for all Cubans will re-
move from the people of my state the threat
of more massive boatlifts of Cubans.

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 927 and congratulate Rep-
resentatives ROS-LEHTINEN and DIAZ-BALART
for their work on it.

I am convinced that each day that passes
brings us one day closer to a free and demo-
cratic Cuba.

Such an isolated, repressive, and authoritar-
ian regime cannot last much longer without its
former patron, the Soviet Union.

Here in the United States and indeed in this
House we witness every day the strong-willed
determination that characterizes the Cuban
people.

Such a people will not tolerate Castro’s bru-
tal and cowardly oppression if they see an op-
portunity to overthrow it.

In its place they will institute a democratic
society grounded in an economy that respects

private property and a political system that en-
courages freedom of thought.

This rebellion is inevitable, but the quicker
we can weaken Castro’s regime, the quicker
the Cuban people can throw off his yoke.

To coddle this dictator, to deal with him and
in so doing tacitly endorse his regime, would
only prolong his rule and bring more misery to
the Cuban people.

Tighten the noose around Castro’s neck.
Support H.R. 927.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I

rise in support of H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty
and Democratic Solidarity Act.

Cuba is one of the few countries in the
world in which the struggle against totalitarian-
ism has not yet been won. Because of the
proximity of Cuba to the United States and the
historically close relationship between the peo-
ples of our two nations, it is especially impor-
tant that this victory come sooner rather than
later.

In evaluating all proposed legislation, admin-
istrative action, and diplomatic initiatives with
respect to Cuba, it is important to keep sev-
eral principles in mind:

First, such actions must be calculated to
emphasize the status of the Castro govern-
ment as a rogue regime with whom the civ-
ilized nations of the world should have no
dealings. The 1994 and 1995 Clinton-Castro
immigration agreements, which represent the
clearest manifestations of the Clinton Adminis-
tration’s policy toward the Castro regime, fail
this test miserably. They have enhanced Cas-
tro’s international prestige as well as his do-
mestic power. Now we hear that some within
the Administration would like to give this brutal
regime an even longer lease on life by making
further diplomatic overtures. The Cuban Lib-
erty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995
would restrict the ability of this administration
or any other administration to make such a
mistake.

Second, our actions must be calculated to
hurt the Castro government, not the Cuban
people. Again, the 1994 anti-refugee agree-
ment was a terrible mistake. It gave the Cas-
tro government just what it wanted: an end to
the longstanding United States policy to ac-
cepting people who escape from Cuba. The
agreement specified that Castro was to use
‘‘mainly persuasive methods’’ to keep people
from fleeing Cuba. The United States thereby
accepted moral responsibility for whatever
forms of persuasion he should choose to em-
ploy. The harsh conditions now being imposed
on the refugees in Guantanamo—especially
the requirement that they can only apply for
refugee or legal immigrant status if they first
return to Castro’s Cuba—are another victory
for the Castro government.

An economic embargo presents more com-
plicated moral and practical problems. There
is no question that an embargo imposes short-
term economic hardship on innocent people. It
is therefore justifiable only if it is genuinely cal-
culated to bring a speedy end to the regime
that is the real source of their suffering. An
embargo is far more likely to have this effect
if it is respected by as many nations as pos-
sible. Again, the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity Act would help, by denying
certain benefits to non-U.S. entities that evade
the embargo.

Finally, we should make it clear that Cuba
will receive a warm welcome back into the
family of free and democratic nations. The

provisions of the Cuban Liberty and Democ-
racy Act that provide for transitional support of
a free democratic government during the im-
mediate post-Castro period will help to send
this message.

Mr. Chairman, it is important that we re-
member just what kind of regime we are deal-
ing with. I hope that my colleagues, in casting
their votes on H.R. 927, will bear in mind that
the Castro regime is the No. 1 violator of
human rights in our hemisphere.

According to the State Department’s Coun-
try Reports on Human Rights Practices for
1994, ‘‘Cuba is a totalitarian state controlled
by President Fidel Castro,’’ who ‘‘exercises
control over all aspects of Cuban life * * * .’’
According to the Country Reports, among the
more serious human rights violations by the
Castro regime during 1994 were the following:

The authorities were responsible for the
extrajudicial killing of dozens of people.

In two separate incidents, government ves-
sels rammed and sank boats used by citizens
to flee the country * * * . [O]n July 13, gov-
ernment vessels fired high-pressure water
hoses at the tugboat Trece de Marzo * * * .
They then rammed and sank the boat. * * *
Approximately 40 [people], including chil-
dren, drowned.

[T]he Government continued to employ
‘‘acts of repudiation,’’ which are attacks by
mobs organized by the Government but por-
trayed as spontaneous public rebukes,
against dissident activity.

The Government also metes out exception-
ally harsh prison sentences to democracy
and human rights advocates whom it consid-
ers a threat to its control.

[P]olice and prison officials often used
beatings, neglect, isolation, and other abuse
against detainees and prisoners convicted of
political crimes (including human rights ad-
vocates) or those who persisted in expressing
their views.

Gloria Bravo, a member of the Association
of Mothers for Dignity, had scars on her
neck, chest, and arms from deep gouges
made by long fingernails and welts on her
back from a whipping.

In September Minister of Higher Education
Fernando Vecino Alegret affirmed that com-
mitment to the revolution, including a will-
ingness to defend the revolution in the
streets, was a condition for admission to the
university.

Citizens have no legal right to change their
government or to advocate change.

The Government does not allow criticism
of the revolution or its leaders.

* * * The Communist Party controls all
media as a means to indoctrinate the public.

[R]eligious persecution continues.
The Government has ignored calls for

democratic reform and labeled activists who
proposed them ‘‘worms’’ and traitors.

The decision on whether to embrace or iso-
late the Castro regime raises the question of
what role human rights and basic decency are
to play in our foreign policy. For American val-
ues and for the freedom of the Cuban people,
please vote yes on H.R. 927.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. KIM)
having assumed the chair, Mr. DUNCAN,
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
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had under consideration the bill (H.R.
927) to seek international sanctions
against the Castro government in
Cuba, to plan for support of a transi-
tion government leading to a demo-
cratically elected government in Cuba,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE JIM KOLBE, MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Honorable JIM KOLBE,
Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, September 19, 1995.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,

DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules
of the House that my office has been served
with a subpoena for testimony and the pro-
duction of documents by the Justice Court of
the State of Arizona, in and for the County
of Pima in connection with a civil case.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, I have determined that compliance is
consistent with the privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
JIM KOLBE,

Member of Congress.

f

b 2310

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KIM). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of May 12, 1995, and under a pre-
vious order of the House, the following
Members are recognized for 5 minutes
each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. HANSEN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BONIOR addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GEJDENSON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BARR addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MILLER of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. ABERCROMBIE addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FARR of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. VENTO addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

G.V. MONTGOMERY COMMENDA-
TION FOR COL. JAMES MATTHEW
JONES JR.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, today I
wish to congratulate Col. James Matthew
Jones, Jr. who will retire from the Army in
September. Colonel Jones faithfully served his
country with the Army over the last 32 years
and due to his outstanding effort and ability,
deserves recognition at this time.

Colonel Jones enlisted in the U.S. Army on
October 17, 1963. After completing basic train-
ing at Fort Gordon, GA, and advanced training
at Fort Jackson, SC, he was assigned to
Korea with the First Cavalry Division. He com-
pleted this tour of duty in May 1965 and was
assigned to Fort Story, VA, prior to going to
Officer Candidate School [OCS] at Fort
Benning, GA, in March 1966. He was commis-
sioned a second lieutenant of infantry on 22
September 1966 and assigned to Fort Polk,
LA, where he served as a company executive
officer and company commander. In July 1967
he was assigned to Vietnam with the 1st Bat-
talion, 327th Infantry (Airborne), 1st Brigade,
101st Airborne Division, where he served as
Rifle platoon leader, company executive officer
and company commander. During this tour, he
was wounded in action, but refused to be
evacuated. He was, however, awarded the
Purple Heart.

In August 1968, first lieutenant Jones re-
turned to the States where he was promoted
to captain and assigned to Fort Benning, GA,
and the Infantry Officer Advanced Course. He
returned to Vietnam and the 1st Battalion,
12th Cavalry, 1st Cavalry Division, where he
served as a company commander and Battal-
ion operations officer (S–3). During his two
tours—2 years—of combat and as a small unit
leader, he did not have one soldier killed in
combat under his command. On the other
hand, his soldiers killed and captured more
enemy and equipment than like-size units. He
returned from Vietnam in November 1971,
spent 2 years on the staff at Fort Meade, MD,
and graduated with honors from Morgan State
University in 1975 under the Army Degree
Completion Program. Captain Jones was sub-
sequently assigned to Fort Bragg, NC, and the
2d Battalion (Airborne) 505th Airborne Infantry,
82d Airborne Division. While there he served
as battalion adjutant and operations officer.

In November 1977, now Major Jones was
assigned to the 25th Infantry Division at
Schofield Barracks in Hawaii. His assignments
included Brigade adjutant, officer manage-
ment, and Battalion executive officer. Major
Jones returned to the United States to attend
the Command and General Staff College at
Fort Leavenworth, KS, in the summer of 1980.
He graduated as a member of the centennial
class in June 1981. His follow-on assignment
was with the Department of the Army Inspec-
tor General in the Pentagon.

In 1982 he was selected for lieutenant colo-
nel and battalion commander of the 4th Battal-
ion, 9th Infantry Regiment, 7th Infantry Divi-
sion, Fort Ord, CA. During the next 2 years he
led the unit through numerous successful field
training exercises. Relinquishing command in
July 1984, Lieutenant Colonel Jones attended
the U.S. Army War College at Carlisle, PA,
graduating in June 1985. He was assigned toVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00108 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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OCLL as a liaison officer in the U.S. House of
Representatives and later as a colonel and
chief of the House Liaison Division. In June
1989, Colonel Jones assumed command of
the 11th Infantry Regiment at Fort Benning,
GA. Relinquishing command in July 1991, he
served as the director of the Army’s family
support program for a short period of time
prior to returning to OCLL as the deputy chief.

Col. Jim Jones is culminating his service as
chief, Congressional Inquiry Division. He effec-
tively used his vast knowledge of the Army,
his personal communications skills, and his
management abilities to tell the Army story.
He had personal and daily contact with mem-
bers of Congress and key committee staff pro-
viding critical information. Colonel Jones guid-
ed and personally assisted U.S. Representa-
tives in verbal and written responses to con-
sistency resulting in strengthened relationships
while promoting the Army’s interest and pro-
fessional image to Congress.

Colonel Jones is indeed the quintessential
officer. His selfless service, love for soldiers,
commitment to excellence, and caring profes-
sionalism have continually provided inspiration
to those with whom he has served. This ex-
ceptional officer truly personifies those traits of
courage, competency, and integrity our nation
has come to expect from our Army officers.
He has served our Nation well and our heart-
felt appreciation and best wishes for continued
success go with him as he prepares for his
next endeavor.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. SLAUGHTER addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. JACKSON-LEE addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

THE TRUE SITUATION WITH
MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK] is recognized
for 25 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, we
thought we would like to give an expla-
nation of what is really going on in the
situation with Medicare. We have
heard so much discussion over this past
couple of weeks, and we are going to
hear more, especially tomorrow, when
the plan is actually released.

I wanted to clarify just a very simple
point. That is that it really is true that
the fund is going bankrupt, and will be
bankrupt in 7 years, and this is not
something that is just a figment of
someone’s imagination or politics or
political rhetoric, it really is true. This
is part of the conclusion of the Medi-

care trustees, as we see on the chart
before us, that the fund will be ex-
hausted in 2001, and that they also
made a statement right after that that
simply says that the present financing
schedule for the Medicare program is
sufficient to ensure the payment of
benefits only over the next 7 years.

This is why the Republicans have
taken it very seriously, that we must
deal with this, we must be up front on
this issue, and we must be responsible.
We must find a solution. That is what
we are doing with the help of the
American people.

The thing that has been so gratifying
to me is that when I have been home in
my district over the last few weeks, we
have spent so much time not only talk-
ing with seniors but talking with the
hospitals and the providers, the doc-
tors, and really getting a lot of input.
I know all my colleagues have been
doing the same thing. The encouraging
part is that the people really do under-
stand that there is a problem, and they
want to be part of the solution.

We have been very, very, I think,
pleased with the idea that people have
come forward and said, ‘‘I want to help,
and I would like to give my sugges-
tions, and will you really take these to
heart?’’ We want the American people
to know that yes, we take these sug-
gestions to heart, and we really are
going to incorporate them to make a
better system for the American people.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MYRICK. I am delighted to
yield to my colleague, the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. The gentlewoman
from North Carolina, Mr. Speaker,
makes a very valid point. As I look
here tonight for this special order, I see
my colleagues, the gentleman from Ar-
izona, two of my colleagues from Okla-
homa, and a colleague from Indiana.

I think nationwide we have been get-
ting outstanding input from members
of our various districts, citizens and
constituents in our district. I think the
unique aspect of this is something that
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. MYRICK] referred to. In stark con-
trast to that very cynical statement
that laws are like sausages, no one
should watch closely while either are
being made, we are going in totally a
different direction with this.

Indeed, because we are representa-
tives serving here in the Congress, we
are going home. We are not only talk-
ing to seniors in the district, but pull-
ing together folks from various walks
of life for our task force meetings, and
the thing that I think is important to
stress is that this discussion is open to
everyone, regardless of their partisan
affiliation or political dispensation, re-
gardless of their age. Every citizen in
this country should be involved in this
vital debate, for while it now affects
seniors, and I think particularly of my
granddad who resides in the State of
North Carolina, 91 years of age, and my
parents who reside in the district rep-

resented by the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. COBLE] who will soon be
aging into that program, I think some
3 years away from Medicare, this is a
program that vitally affects our sen-
iors, but also has great implications for
our future as a Nation in term of offer-
ing choice; indeed, in terms of bringing
elements of the free market back into
medical coverage, and transforming
and saving and improving Medicare for
future generations.

I think the gentlewoman from North
Carolina is to be commended for set-
ting aside this time to take a look at
what has transpired in the past, and
again to say to the American people,
Mr. Speaker, those joining us tonight
via television, those who have written
us, faxed us, phoned us, the debate con-
tinues on.

Mrs. MYRICK. That is very true.
Mr. HAYWORTH. I know with great

clarity my colleague, the gentleman
from Arizona, put together a town hall
that was really quite a sight and very
gratifying. I know that the input con-
tinues.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MYRICK. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate is probably the most crucial thing
we have debated since we began this
Congress in January. It is important
for a lot of reasons. It is important be-
cause, as I have done my town halls
back home and I have talked to the
senior citizens in my district, they
have very, very clearly given me the
understanding that they want to
change Medicare so that it lasts be-
yond the next 7 years.

I give the seniors that have come to
my town halls, that have called my of-
fice, that have come in to visit with me
personally, a lot of credit. They are not
individuals who are shortsighted, who
are not concerned about the future of
this program. No. 1, most of them hope
to live beyond the next 7 years, at least
the ones that I have talked to. No. 2,
they realize that this is an important
program that needs to be around for
their children and their children’s chil-
dren.

I have sensed a lot of support. In fact,
the town hall that the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH] was referring
to, we had about 700 to 800 people show
up. I was so pleased to see the kind of
can-do attitude that Americans have
always had, that we will fix this sys-
tem, that we will preserve and protect
the Medicare system, because it is too
important to politicize.

As we talked about options, I think
very clearly they gave me a message.
That is, ‘‘When you go back there to
fix this problem, make sure that you
preserve our dignity and that you do
not interfere with our relationship
with our doctor, and that you do not
take away our choices, but you en-
hance our choices so we can take the
direction for our own medical care and
take it away from the bureaucrats,VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00109 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9358 September 20, 1995
give us more decisions. If the problem
is waste and fraud, involve us in the so-
lutions. Let us shop around so we can
get the best deal.’’

That is why I am so thrilled with the
prospect of the medical savings ac-
counts, which puts the power back in
the hands of the individual, not bu-
reaucrats who do not have a vested in-
terest in the outcome of this individ-
ual’s health care, but it gives seniors
the ability to barter, to choose the doc-
tor of their choice, to stop the mumbo-
jumbo that is created here in Washing-
ton, and to take control of their own
lives. I am just really pleased that we
have come up with a plan that incor-
porates so many choices, and will help
seniors again to take control of their
own destiny.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MYRICK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

MR. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I want
to say I appreciate my colleague’s put-
ting together the opportunity tonight
to share with the American citizens
what we are hearing about Medicare. I
wanted to share a report from Indiana
about what citizens in my district have
been saying. I held 12 town meetings in
August, and four more meetings just
last weekend with a special Medicare
advisory task force dedicated to devel-
oping ideas to preserve and protect and
improve Medicare.

I wanted to let people know, probably
the greatest worry that constituents in
my district have was preserving Medi-
care. They are worried that if we do
not act soon, it will not be available
for 33 million Americans, and it will go
bankrupt within the next 7 years.

I wanted to get their ideas on how we
could fix that very serious problem. I
told my constituents I would forward
these ideas to my colleagues here in
the House of Representatives, and to
the Speaker, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], as we considered
legislation in Congress to preserve,
protect, and improve Medicare.

b 2320

The following is what some of the
Hoosiers in my district told me we
should consider as we look for ways to
improve the current Medicare system
and ensure that we keep our compact
with senior citizens to be able to pro-
vide them the quality health care in
the world.

First, do not play politics. They do
not want us to play around with this
legislation. They do not like the fact
that the President and members of the
minority party are willing to do noth-
ing in order to score political points,
and they commend our effort to step up
to the plate and address this very seri-
ous problem.

Second, they want us to tell the
truth. A lot of them were very nervous
about cuts in Medicare, and they were
seeing on the nightly news that we are
cutting Medicare. They asked me,
‘‘What are you going to do about this?’’

I showed them a chart similar to the
one that we have here tonight and
pointed out to them that the truth is
Medicare is actually going to be in-
creasing under our plan. It is going up
from $4,800 per beneficiary this year to
over $6,700 per beneficiary in the year
2002.

People were pleased that we were
being honest about this. We pointed up,
that is not as fast as some people want
it to grow in Washington and they are
calling it a cut because we did not in-
crease it as fast as they wanted to, but
they were relieved to see that Repub-
licans were committed to increasing
spending in Medicare so that we can
provide good quality health care.

And then the No. 1 issue that senior
citizens asked us to address was to re-
form the system so that they could
eliminate the fraud and abuse that is
driving up the cost, and the No. 2 issue
was to provide them more choices, so
that they could take advantage of a lot
of the new benefits in the health care
system and be able to choose for them-
selves what type of health care they
wanted, what type of coverage they
wanted to get, and how they wanted to
have their relationship with their doc-
tors structured.

I want to close my report from Indi-
ana by saying that I was very pleased
with the input I got from citizens all
over the district and pleased that they
were willing to spend the time to help
us craft legislation that will allow us
to increase spending on Medicare, pre-
serve and protect the system for senior
citizens in the future, and I think they
will be thankful that this Congress did
not play politics with a very serious
issue and stepped up to the plate to do
what is right for all Americans.

Every senior had a personal example of
fraud in his Medicare billing, including one in
Milroy who was billed $5 for one aspirin, or
another in Columbus who would take a taxi to
the hospital instead of a bus because Medi-
care would not reimburse travel for the less
expensive bus.

Constituents in Pendleton said they were
told by hospital officials not to worry about
what was on their bills.

‘‘Don’t worry,’’ one hospital official said.
‘‘You’re not paying for this—Medicare is.’’

Excessive paperwork required by Medicare
also was mentioned at every Town Meeting.

One constituent from Alexandria suggested
paperwork could be reduced by introducing
competition.

She suggested private-sector firms could be
used to process claims, with those that proc-
ess claims the fastest receiving a bonus.

A man in Pendleton suggested a flat tax-like
form to reduce Medicare paperwork.

Seniors told me they should be allowed to
purchase their own insurance, and that com-
petition would reduce fraud and overall costs.

One woman in Cambridge City said her
daughter’s HMO provided greater coverage,
such as for eyeglasses and dental services,
than Medicare does.

‘‘Competition is good,’’ she said.
‘‘Let me decide the kind of insurance that’s

best for me.’’

A woman in Elwood said people should be
held responsible for their own bad health hab-
its.

For example, she said, smokers should pay
more for Medicare than nonsmokers, giving
Americans an incentive to live healthy and re-
duce overall health costs.

One witness, in Muncie said that he wel-
comed choices but wanted to make sure we
had ‘‘Truth in Health Care,’’ each choice lays
out cost and coverage.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, a man in Union City
said seniors who work full-time past the age of
65 should have the option of remaining on
their private insurance plans.

Mr. Speaker, I was heartened to learn that
Hoosiers recognize the need for immediate
action to save Medicare.

But more than that, they want to ensure that
we learn from the problems in the current sys-
tem as we work to preserve, protect and
strengthen Medicare while also offering sen-
iors more health care choices.

Mr. Speaker, Indiana seniors are paying at-
tention to this issue.

They understand that something must be
done. They expect us to act. They know we
are listening, and I insist that we act boldly, re-
sponsibly, and without delay.

I see my colleague from Oklahoma
has risen. Would you like to join us in
reporting on what you are hearing
from your part of the country?

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I would like to do
that.

Mr. MCINTOSH. With pleasure.
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. It is inter-

esting, my colleague from Indiana put
up the chart there that says that Medi-
care spending will go from $4,800 per
beneficiary this year to over $6,700 per
beneficiary in the year 2002. Somehow
or another over the last 4 or 5 months,
some have been able to get a cut out of
that. I know that my math is not what
my other colleague’s from Oklahoma
is, but I just cannot figure that out,
how that is a cut. That is almost like
my son coming to me and let us say I
am giving him a $10 allowance and he
comes to me and he says, ‘‘Daddy, I
want my allowance raised to 20 bucks.’’

I say, ‘‘Well, I’ll give you 15,’’ and he
goes to his friend and says, ‘‘My dad
cut my allowance.’’ How he can get a
cut out of that, I do not know.

In the town meetings that I did, and
I did about 18 different forums, town
meetings, over the August break, and
what I found, it was interesting that
last March I started doing some focus
groups and visited with some folks,
about 60 senior citizens in a local
church, and we had dinner together.
After dinner, we talked about Medi-
care. It was amazing what they were
saying then, and I think because they
use the system, they are out there in
the trenches on a daily basis trying to
make this system work, they saw
many of the flaws that are in the sys-
tem.

The number one complaint all over
the district they have been talking
about is the fraud and the abuse of the
system and how that hurts those peo-
ple that really do it the right way andVerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00110 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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really want to see the system work.
But it was interesting the attitude
shift from back in March when we first
started doing the town meetings and
the focus groups and the different fo-
rums to where it was in August, when
we were doing the town meetings and
focus groups.

Back in March there was a little ap-
prehension and people were saying,
‘‘Well, yeah, we don’t know what’s
going on with this Medicare thing, but
we’re willing to wait and see because
we know there’s some fraud, we know
there’s abuse, we know the system’s a
little out of kilter but we’re wanting to
see what you guys are going to pro-
pose.’’ That was what was being said in
March. In August they were saying,
‘‘Fix Medicare. Take care of the prob-
lems. Get rid of the fraud and the
abuse, and cure all the problems with
Medicare.’’

I think it is important to note, as it
has been noted here with my 3 previous
colleagues, is that the Medicare Board
of Trustees in the last 2 annual reports,
in 1994 and again in 1995, said that it is
going bankrupt. It will be broke in
1996, it will be bankrupt by the year
2002. I think it is very irresponsible for
any Congressperson that has a vote in
the 104th Congress to say that we
should not do what we must do to fix
and save and protect and strengthen
the Medicare system, as my colleague
from Arizona said, not just for today’s
seniors but for future seniors that de-
pend and that will be depending on this
program.

I see my other distinguished col-
league from the State of Oklahoma
that represents my home district, by
the way, he has risen, and I will yield
to him.

Mr. COBURN. I appreciate that very
much.

Mr. Speaker, I bring a somewhat dif-
ferent perspective to this debate. Many
of the people in my district know that
I am a practicing family practice phy-
sician. I get a unique perspective be-
cause not only have I been a provider
in the Medicare system and I have hun-
dreds and hundreds and near thousands
of patients who are on Medicare, I get
to see what they say and what they
like about Medicare, and the security
they have in knowing that their health
care is going to be there, and at the
same time the obligation of being a
physician is to offer yourself to solve
the problem.

It just strikes me that of the group of
people that are talking here tonight,
what the election in 1994 was all about.
There is not a career politician among
any of the group that has stood up here
tonight to talk. Many of us have al-
ready signed commitments that we do
not want to be here. I have no plans to
be here 6 years from now.

Therefore, what is our goal? Is our
goal self-aggrandizement? Is our goal
to elevate ourselves? Or is our goal, do
we really come here with the best in-
terests of everybody in our district, the

best interests of the senior citizens in
this country, to solve the problem?

I want people to know that there is
no patent on caring. I would not have
left a medical practice, other people
would not have left other great careers
to come and do what we are doing if in
fact we did not want to solve the prob-
lems.

We have lots of input on how to solve
this. The one thing that we should all
ask is are we getting value for what we
are paying for? Therein lies the prob-
lem with Medicare.

And the seniors know the answers.
The seniors know where the problems
are, whether it is fraud, whether it is
waste, whether it is a lack of com-
prehension of how the system works
and how we have excluded seniors from
the payment of bills so they will not
know what they cost and how we have
allowed a system to be overused and
abused. It just strikes me that the way
we solve this problem is that we are
honest. We are going to make some
mistakes. We are not going to have a
perfect solution for Medicare. But what
we are going to do is work hard, listen
and try to do the right thing.

You cannot take that away from me.
I can sleep every night knowing that
my interest is best in watching for my
district and the seniors, and also the
taxpayers in our district. We can solve
Medicare. We are going to solve Medi-
care. We are going to make a viable,
optionable, quality-oriented health
care system that every senior in this
country can depend on and can count
on and they are not going to have to go
to bed at night worrying about whether
or not it is going to be there in the fu-
ture.

b 2330
Mr. MCINTOSH. Will the gentleman

yield for a question?
Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Indiana.
Mr. MCINTOSH. As a doctor, were

you hearing from citizens in your dis-
trict that they welcomed the chance to
have a choice about health care plans;
that they would be able to maybe be
able to get benefits to cover their
medications, which they cannot right
now under Medicare, and some of the
other options that the current system,
because it is so heavily regulated out
of Washington, does not provide for
senior citizens?

Mr. COBURN. I think that is very
true. I think with a problem comes op-
portunity. And we have a problem. The
trust fund is going broke, but the op-
portunity that we have is to not only
preserve what we have, but to strength-
en it and improve it.

I have seniors in my district that
choose between eating supper and tak-
ing a pill. And to have them have an
option that would take away that bur-
den, where they will not have to make
a choice between a medicine and sup-
per, is something that many of them
would welcome.

I talked to a lady today on the phone
and she said, ‘‘I do not think that is

possible. I think that is a scam.’’ But
the fact is, there are going to be op-
tions out these where seniors can
choose to go into a program that will
offer them their medications.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Would that not be a
blessing?

Mr. COBURN. It would be a blessing
for hundreds and hundreds of people in
my district to have that option. It is
not available to them now.

We need to listen to the seniors of
this country. They have a lot of experi-
ence to share with us.

Mrs. MYRICK. If the gentleman
would yield for just a moment, I want-
ed to make a point too. There is an-
other option we really have not dis-
cussed tonight and that is something
that was asked of me a lot in my dis-
trict when people would come up and
say, ‘‘What is going to happen?’’ And
we would tell about the choices and
they would say, ‘‘Why can I just not
stay in the plan that my employer had
for me? It was a good plan and I liked
it a lot better.’’ That is going to be an-
other option that we hadn’t talked
about; the option that they can stay as
they are if they want to.

Mr. MCINTOSH. So you are saying,
under our reform, if somebody wanted
to stay in Medicare under the program
they know right now, they could do
that?

Mrs. MYRICK. That is exactly right.
Mr. SALMON. Would the gentleman

from Indiana yield? That is the beauty,
and as I have talked to the seniors in
my district, in fact, my father, before I
came back to Washington this last
week, he said, ‘‘Son, you better make
sure when you get back there that you
guys preserve those options that you
have talked so much about, because I
am looking forward to this. Right now,
the current Medicare system just is not
giving me these kinds of options, and I
like the medical savings account op-
tion, personally, because it will incen-
tive me to control my own costs. I
think I can do a better job of control-
ling my costs than a nameless, faceless
bureaucrat in Washington can do.’’

Let us talk about the options. Num-
ber 1, I think it has been mentioned
that they can stay on the current fee-
for-services type program. They can
move to an HMO or PPO type program.
They can go to a medical savings ac-
count.

Mr. COBURN. They can go to a pro-
vider-based network to do that. So the
options that are, in fact, not available
now, are going to be available that
they have not had before. They not
only will have choice of options, but
choice of doctors.

Mr. SALMON. And the difference be-
tween who decides what those options
will be is that it will not be dictated by
some bureaucrat. The choice is up to
the individual.

Mr. MCINTOSH. If the gentleman
would yield, the minority leader is on
television a lot telling seniors they are
going to have to spend another $2,000
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that, in fact, some of these options will
mean it will not cost them as much as
it does right now? That they will actu-
ally save money because of our plan?

Mr. SALMON. I believe so. In fact,
most people out there will actually do
better under this plan.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Why do seniors not
know that?

Mr. SALMON. I would say this to the
American public. If you think that
Washington has managed your dollars
well in the past, then we have every
reason to believe that the bureaucrat-
laden system that we have got is the
best thing. But if we believe that the
American people out there can take
control of these costs, and that they
can look out for their needs better
than a bureaucrat can, then this option
is the best way to go.

Mr. MCINTOSH. So it really is just
not true that they are going to have to
pay thousands of dollars more, and, in
fact, sometimes people will save money
under our plan?

Mr. SALMON. In fact, I think in
most circumstances the individuals
will save money and will do better
under our plan, because there are more
options and there is less interference
between their relationship with their
doctor.

Mr. COBURN. I would like to inter-
ject one thing. It is not moral to take
away somebody’s comfort about their
security. And there is no intention
anywhere in any of the plans to do any-
thing other than to make sure every
senior citizen in this country has qual-
ity affordable health care.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. If the gen-
tleman would yield for 1 second, as we
close, I want to clearly define why we
are offering options and choices. That
creates competition with doctors, hos-
pitals, insurers. They compete. And
when you make the marketplace com-
pete for market share, that gives value,
that brings about efficiency.

Just one simple illustration, if I see
this ink pen, if I am the only one set-
tling it I can sell it for what I want to
sell it for. If my other colleagues come
along and set up shop and say we are
going to sell ink pens, I have to be
more conscious about how much I am
selling it for. That is why we are giving
options for efficiency.
f

THE TRUTH ABOUT MEDICARE
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized for 20
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker. And I appreciated the dialog
and interchange of my colleagues who,
like me, are mostly freshmen in this
House. But I think that if we are to
provide a real discussion, it must be
clear, decisive, nonagrumentative, and
as forthright as we can possibly be.

And I think if there is one singular
indictment of this so-called proposal

by Republicans to help Americans with
respect to Medicare, it is that they ab-
solutely refuse to have full and open
hearings on this very major change in
American history.

One day, the say. Fraudulent. Cover-
up. Misrepresentation. Not many of us
could understand a massive change in
medical reform in 1 day.

Clearly, I would simply ask the ques-
tion to my colleagues, and certainly I
enjoyed the opportunity to work with
them and come to this podium with no
beggage, I would simply as the ques-
tion: How do you manage to reform
with $270 billion in cuts of a program
that is in need of reform and in need of
a major health reform in conjunction
with the reform of Medicare?

The question simply becomes, How
do you respond to the citizens in all 50
States in this Nation? The citizens in
Florida that will be paid over $5,000
extra under the reform plan by the Re-
publicans in the next 7 years, or the
citizens in Louisiana for $4,000, or the
citizens in Texas for $3,000?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Would the gentle-
woman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I would be happy
to yield in a moment, just for a mo-
ment. Or, in fact, the citizens in Cali-
fornia for $4,783? Or in Washington
State for $2,246?

You simply do not have the facts,
and the Democrats have been rep-
resenting to the Republicans, our col-
leagues, that we stand ready to debate
this issue truthfully and factually over
a period where hearings can bring peo-
ple from their distributes, I hope, from
our districts, medical professionals,
senior citizens, long-term care givers
and actually discuss the real crux of
the issue.

Just for a moment, let me frame the
question for you. All of us can agree
that we can fix Medicare on many
planes and many platforms, but one
that we can unanimously agree on is
that we can save $61 million if we take
away fraud, abuse and waste.

When I go to the 18th district of
Texas, no one disagrees that they are
prepared to work against and to inform
and to improve Medicare from that per-
spective. But they do tell me, and the
speakers that were here earlier indi-
cated and did not give an answer, that
they had seniors in their district that
were making choices between prescrip-
tions and food. I do too.

b 2340
And those seniors will continue to

have to make those choices or in fact
have absolutely no health care under
this plan by the Republicans.

Let me also mention a point that is
extremely important. This whole mas-
querade about choices, which I think
would be relevant to 4 weeks of hear-
ings, because we could understand
what the choices actually mean. But in
fact, we know in the private sector
that the sickest of the population are
not insured.

In the present health care system
that we have now in America, we do

not have provisions for preexisting dis-
ease; we do not have portability, be-
cause we do not have national health
reform. So how would that occur for
senior citizens? Would there be the op-
tion for those who are sickest to have
an opportunity to be in a solid pro-
gram, or would you find a pool of the
sickest senior citizens left by the way-
side by the empty well not being able
to drink the water?

I would simply raise the point that in
this Nation we have now the most
healthy population of senior citizens.
Thirty years ago in 1965, not one Re-
publican voted for Medicare. In fact,
they argued vigorously against it. But
30 years into the history of Medicare,
now 1995, we can brag on the fact that
our senior citizens are healthier and
they are living longer. Shame upon us,
that we come now 5 years before the
21st century and what we will say to
those entering the 21st century is not
for the future, but that we will return
to those very damaged days when those
who were in need of health care were
lost in the wilderness of health care in
this Nation, and were lost and never
found on their dying beds because they
were not able to receive the coverage
necessary.

I will yield to the gentleman for just
a moment, for I have a long litany of
things that I would like to proceed
with, and I hope I can engage him in a
discussion, and maybe he would give
me an answer that we would in fact do
well for the American public if we join
together on 4 weeks at least, mini-
mally, to have hearings to be able to
have his position explained, not to each
other, but to the American people, and
to make the right choice and go in the
right direction in the 21st century and
to be able to be proud about the health
care that we provide for our senior citi-
zens.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding the time so gra-
ciously. Certainly the gentlewoman
raises many questions tonight and I
thank her for raising them.

First and foremost, I think it is im-
portant for us to understand as the
gentlewoman has been doing in our dis-
trict in Texas, as I have been doing in
Arizona; in effect we have been holding
our own hearings. But she raises a
point that I think is of some interest.
Of far more interest to me tonight is
the chart purporting to talk about in-
crease of out-of-pocket expenses. Could
we explain the formula, the methodol-
ogy, or the rationale that leads us to
make this claim that the prices would
rise so drastically. Because I can tell
you it is certainly not my intent, nor
did we come to the Congress with the
notion of trying to bankrupt our sen-
iors. Quite the contrary, we want to
save this program.

So I am just curious where these
numbers come from, how they were ar-
rived at, how we arrived at these num-
bers.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00112 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I

would be happy to share with the gen-
tleman that this is a basic analysis
that takes into account the proposed
$270 billion which results in a $245 bil-
lion cut in Medicare. But let me expand
on that point so the gentleman can un-
derstand.

The gentleman uses the term bank-
rupt, and I think that is an important
term, because the recent, the earlier
discussion used that word frequently.
In fact, we find that the Republicans
rely so openly on the trustee report,
and interestingly enough, that report
was given last year with deafening si-
lence in 1994.

But if I might refer to a chart that I
have reviewed that shows in 1970,
which I believe was under a Republican
administration, there was only a 2-year
life in the Medicare trust fund, if you
will. Periodically over the years, since
1970 and 1995, we have seen it go up to
14 years and have seen it come down
lower. In fact, the trustee report indi-
cated this year that it would be a 7-
year life and they in fact thought that
that was a positive, because it gave the
Congress a larger span of time to re-
spond to some of the very issues my
colleague has raised.

We agree that we need to fix Medi-
care. But today, 1995, rather than
frightening seniors, if we all are to try
to get forthright to bankruptcy, that is
inaccurate. Bankruptcy is pending, or
impending, it is tomorrow, it is next
week, it means we have to file. There is
a 7-year life on the Medicare trust fund
of which we are responsible for trying
to make sure there is a greater life.
But we are better off today in 1995 than
we are in 1970. These numbers are basi-
cally an analysis of how the breakdown
in the premiums in the different States
presently are and what would be re-
flected by a $270 billion tax cut that
the Republicans want to offer that
would be taken out of Medicare.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding to me for a mo-
ment.

I think the gentlewoman raises a
compelling point, and it is this: If the
trustees’ report tells us that we have a
7-year window, then are we not com-
pelled to act? In other words, is it not
prudent, because both of us come from
an environment where we were success-
ful professionals in other endeavors; we
are not professional politicians, we
came here to serve our districts and we
have differing philosophies. But is it
not prudent to move now to solve the
problem rather than taking our
chances 2, 3, 4, 5 years down the road
and simply hoping that we can correct
it ourselves?

In other words, we went back to 1970
when of course this Chamber was con-
trolled by her party, regardless of who
sat in the White House. We went back
to 1994, more recently, when this

Chamber again was controlled by a dif-
ferent party and nobody moved to solve
the problem. In other words, is it pru-
dent to wait this out?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. May I respect-
fully and vigorously disagree with the
gentleman.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Certainly.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE. And the reason

why I would do that is because, quite
the contrary, in terms of your analysis,
in 1970, under a Republican president.
There were 2 years where there was a
Democratic Congress. And over the
years the Democratic Congress has
maintained the viability of this Medi-
care program, both A and B. We recog-
nize that we must fix this. That is
something that I hope all of us em-
brace.

When I go into my inner city district
and I have a town hall meeting or I
send out massive information that
comes back to me threefold where citi-
zens of different walks of life are indi-
cating, please help us save Medicare,
they are recognizing that over the pe-
riod of time that we were, as you will,
in the majority, the Democrats worked
to save this program. And there is no
doubt that we should not wait 7 years
out to in fact try to reform Medicare.

Let me add that reforming Medicare
should be in conjunction with reform-
ing this national health program that
we have. And the issue is that over the
25 years the Democrats have been able
to infuse support and energy into this
Medicare system which has allowed it
now to serve senior citizens for over 30
years, they have never been healthier,
because Medicare provides partly a
maintenance program. And so 30 years
we have maintained it.

Now is the time to come to the table.
But what has happened is, precipi-
tously, we have a plan that has yet not
seen the light of day. The gentleman
may have copies of it. It may be easing
out now, and it may be in full force to-
morrow. But the hearing was delayed
and we are only having 1 day, and I do
not think that we can disagree on the
reasonableness, not of waiting 7 years,
but at least 4 weeks of hearings to de-
liberate on the best way to ensure that
collectively we have a system that does
not burden the American citizens and
their children.

Might I add, and I happen to have
seen and enjoyed meeting, I believe,
your grandfather. And I am not pre-
tending to speak for him or to suggest
what his thoughts are. But I know the
relationship that you have obviously
with senior citizens. The question has
to be, if we are both in agreement and
in tandem on the idea that Medicare
must be reformed, then I cannot see
why Republicans are rebutting and re-
fusing to open it up to the American
public for 4 weeks of hearings in order
to make a decided difference.

Mr. HAYWORTH. If the gentlewoman
would yield, and again, I certainly re-
spect, and I think the American public,
Mr. Speaker, joining us tonight hear a
constructive debate, albeit different,

and dare we say in some ways partisan.
But that is the nature of what goes on
here.

I think it is very important to re-
spond to several of the points that were
raised. When we talk about improving
a program, I think the philosophy
could not be clearer in what I am hear-
ing from the gentlewoman from Texas.
Is it not more important to offer
choices to Americans regardless of
their age than to say, here is a one-
size-fits-all program, basically 1964
Blue Cross Blue Shield codified into
law in 1965. Is there not a way to ex-
pand choices and improve the program
while maintaining for those seniors
who want to remain on this program,
Medicare as we know it, maintaining
that program?

b 2350
Mr. HAYWORTH. You and I disagree

and indeed, I will graciously give the
time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Let me reclaim
my time, and I thank the gentleman
for engaging in this discussion, and let
me answer, and I am going to reclaim
my time because the hour is fast clos-
ing.

I have been in this process before and
I respect the gentleman for acknowl-
edging that we all come from different
backgrounds and have had different ex-
periences, and as a member of the city
council of the city of Houston, we have
had to now, over the years, look very
seriously about new health packages as
the costs have gone up in the private
sector. What we find happening and
what I heard most of all in my district
and from my seniors of all various eco-
nomic backgrounds is that they like
the choice that they have now, which
is the choice and opportunity to go to
those physicians that they have devel-
oped a comfort level with and those
hospitals that they have developed a
comfort level with, and I would beg to
differ with the gentleman.

Reclaiming my time, what will hap-
pen is that the choices that the gen-
tleman is talking about is the choice to
be placed and forced into managed care
and thereby forbidding and prohibiting
seniors from those long-standing rela-
tionships, and what ultimately happens
is that as the numbers begin to rise,
then the choices become limited and
the managed care becomes the only
source and choice for these seniors.

Again, I go back to the concern that
I have raised with many of my col-
leagues because I come from a district
that has a very strong public hospital
system and what I say is that the bur-
den will fall on the sickest of our sen-
iors, those needing long-term care and
otherwise who cannot participate in a
managed care because they are not via-
ble and will not be selected. It is a mu-
tual selection process and a cross-pol-
lenization.

I would say to the gentleman that he
raises some valid points. I vigorously
disagree, but what would be more pro-
ductive is that we have this openly dis-
cussed through those service providers,VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00113 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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those seniors coming to the U.S. Con-
gress. It does not do us as policy-
makers well for us to rely upon, as
they say in the court of law, hearsay.
It is important. Yours is hearsay, what
you have heard in your district, and
maybe what I am saying I am saying to
you something that I heard in my dis-
trict, we both know it is fact, but tech-
nically it is hearsay. The seniors are
not here to tell either one of us.

So it is important then that if we are
serious about reforming Medicare,
which took some, I would say, some 65
years into the 20th century to be for-
mulated, now when we try to reform it
in such a major way, do we not owe the
American public and owe this issue
four weeks for hearings to decide it in
the most effective and the best way? I
cannot agree that cutting $270 billion
for a tax cut that the Republicans are
offering would in any way assist us in
reform.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Would the gentle-
woman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a cou-
ple of points need to be made and let
me clear it up without having hearings.
A misconception seemed to be put
forth here a second ago. I am certainly
not suggesting, nor do I think anyone
in this new majority is suggesting that
seniors be compelled to leave the doc-
tors under whose care they find them-
selves now to somehow sacrifice that
physician-patient relationship. Noth-
ing could be further from our intent.

Moreover, with reference to $270 bil-
lion and somehow a tax cut for the
rich, the gentlewoman from Texas cer-
tainly realizes that the Budget Com-
mittee, under the stewardship of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH],
worked very hard to make sure that
those tax cuts were fully provided for
in the budget plan and the road map
and the glide path to a 7-year balanced
budget. Moreover, even if the budget
were balanced today, we would still
have this threat of the Medicare Trust
Fund.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Reclaiming my
time, and I thank the gentleman for
his insight on this, but let me respect-
fully share with the American people
that the $270 billion tax cut has always
been associated with the money that
was going to be cut out of Medicare,
plain and simple. Let me say to you
that even those Republicans who no
longer serve in government, Arthur
Fleming, the health secretary, Health
and Human Services Secretary under
President Eisenhower, still going
strong, has indicted the Republican
Party and said he cannot believe that
you would offer these proposals with-
out allowing the American people, sen-
iors in particular, to participate.

Mr. Speaker, what we are facing, and
what I hope that we will engender, are
calls from across this land, all of the
States that are impacted by these dra-
conian cuts. I hope that you all will get
calls, and likewise in my office, de-

manding, if nothing else, a reasoned de-
bate among the American people on
this issue.

Might I say that we all will have to
live with these cuts no matter what
party we are in. We will have to live
with them not so much because the
Democrats were involved in cutting.
That is not our posture. Our posture is
to lay down before the bulldozer, but
because our constituents will be
harmed and hurt and it is probably
going to be irreparable injury, and in a
court of law, there are grand damages
for that.

I would simply say to the gentleman
what we will be facing in this Congress,
without having proposed a national
health reform program, we will not
jointly be able to go to the American
people and say that we in good con-
science cut this for them 7 years, over
$4,000 in some instances, people having
to make the choices between food and
prescription drugs, and in joint support
of that, the cuts in Medicaid, $182 bil-
lion, and those indigent seniors who
cannot get long-term care.

Mr. Speaker, I am reclaiming my
time and I thank the gentleman for his
interest, but the key is that those who
are in long-term care needing Medicaid
will likewise not have the right and
not have the ability to have health
care.

Let me just say one other point as we
move toward closure. Can the gen-
tleman not, or my colleagues that I
have just heard my fellow freshmen
that are Republicans, can they not
deny that the population, the aging
population is getting stronger, is living
longer, and in fact, if you would ana-
lyze the trust fund and find out the
real reason why there is a life span
that is shortened each year is because
people are living longer? We should be
applauding that. We should be very,
very enthusiastic that the gentleman
from Arizona has a grandfather and
many of us have our parents, my par-
ents, alive and well because of Medi-
care.

Thirty years of Medicare, the health-
iest population of Americans, and yet
we are forced in this majority Congress
of Republicans to stand up and tell the
American senior citizens and those
citizens who have to support senior
citizens that we are going to cut them
off at the knees and tell them that
what is more important is the partisan
debate, you are right, between Repub-
licans and Democrats, rather than a
reasoned set of hearings that would
allow us to put forth programs to
eliminate waste, fraud and abuse, to be
able to work with the physician popu-
lation, the hospital population, both
private and public sector, the prescrip-
tion or pharmaceutical industry and
begin to analyze for real what we are
doing or what we need to do to improve
the delivery of services at a more effi-
cient price, and not leave, and not
leave that broken and bent body on the
road we travel, unhealthy senior, left
alone on the roadside seeking a simple

drink of water. What are we going to
give them?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Will the gentle-
woman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I think my time
is up and I am going to continue to re-
claim it because I think this is an im-
portant point I want to make.

The sickest of our seniors, the sick-
est of our seniors will be left without
care, without attention, and as the
gentleman is willing to debate me now,
when I ask him or can I ask him, as he
goes and leaves the floor and dialogues
with his colleagues tomorrow the sim-
ple question, would it not be better for
America if we had these hearings to
present your presentation, to allow the
debate on what I am offering to say,
but most of all, to listen to the mul-
titude of those who will be most im-
pacted by these draconian cuts?

Mr. HAYWORTH. The gentlewoman
asked a question. Would she yield for
an answer?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I will yield for
just a moment because I want to con-
clude.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Simple point. If the
gentlewoman can explain to me how an
increase over seven years in benefits
per beneficiary of $2,000 can be a cut,
going from $4,800 this year to $6,700 in
2002, where is the mathematical ration-
ale to show me that that is the draco-
nian cut that the gentlewoman has
talked about so often this evening?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I would be happy
to show you what the draconian cut re-
sults in because it is very clear, and
the reason why it is very clear is be-
cause it is evident that you are dealing
with provisions A and B, and obviously
that masquerading of those particular
sections are where the Republicans are
suggesting to the American people that
they are benefiting the beneficiaries.

These numbers clearly suggest that
those citizens will be engaged in higher
premiums, clearly will be paying high-
er premiums because of the large cuts
that the Republicans are proposing.
Where are the hearings? Where are the
voices of the senior citizens? Let us re-
solve this on behalf of those citizens to
make a whole colloquy for all Ameri-
cans.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SERRANO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BONIOR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GEJDENSON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. FARR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. VENTO, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.VerDate 20-SEP-95 07:02 Sep 21, 1995 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00114 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\CRI\H20SE5.REC h20se1
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Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. SLAUGHTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and on September 21.

Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, on Septem-
ber 21.

Mr. SALMON, for 5 minutes, on Sep-
tember 21.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission to

revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SERRANO) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. BERMAN in two instances.
Mr. COYNE.
Mr. OWENS.
Mrs. SCHROEDER.
Mr. FOGLIETTA.
Mr. KLECZKA.
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
Mr. COLEMAN.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. MONTGOMERY.
Mr. BONIOR in two instances.
Mr. STARK.
Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas.
Mr. CONYERS.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. GALLEGLY.
Mr. QUINN.
Mr. PACKARD
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.
Mr. ZELIFF in two instances.
Mr. HORN in two instances.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. LUTHER.
Mr. WAXMAN.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE.
f

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee

on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 402. An act to amend the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act, and for other
purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I

move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 12 midnight), the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Thursday,
September 21, 1995, at 10 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from

the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1449. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act
which occurred at the 502d Air Base Wing at
Maxwell Air Force Base, AL, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 1517(b); to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

1450. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting notification of a
proposed issuance of export license agree-
ment for the transfer of defense articles or
defense services sold commercially to Thai-
land (Transmittal No. DTC–45–95), pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

1451. A letter from the U.S. Agency for
International Development, transmitting no-
tification that the President proposes to ex-
ercise his authority under section 614(a)(1) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended (the ‘‘Act’’), to authorize the fur-
nishing of defense articles and services to
Rwanda, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2364(a)(1); to
the Committee on International Relations.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BLILEY; Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 1020. A bill to amend the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 1982; with an amendment
(Rept. 10-4–254, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

f

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Under clause 5 of rule X, the follow-
ing action was taken by the Speaker:

H.R. 1020. The Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure discharged.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL PURSUANT TO RULE X

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X, the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

H.R. 1020. Referral to the Committees on
Resources and the Budget extended for a pe-
riod ending not later than October 20, 1995.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. DOOLITTLE (for himself, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. DOR-
NAN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. EMERSON, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, and Mr. SHADEGG):

H.R. 2367. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to further protect and enhance the pub-
lic interest by ensuring an orderly transition
from chlorofluorocarbons [CFC’s] and halons
to substitute compounds, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, and
in addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LAFALCE:
H.R. 2368. A bill to establish audit author-

ity in the U.S. General Accounting Office

over the Niagara Falls Bridge Commission;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD (for himself and
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA):

H.R. 2369. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment of the fishery resource within the ex-
clusive economic zone of the insular areas of
the United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. STOCKMAN:
H.J. Res. 107. Joint resolution proposing an

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States regarding congressional pay and
pensions; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PORTER (for himself, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
HAMILTON, Mr. HYDE, and Mr.
HOYER):

H. Con. Res. 102. Concurrent resolution
concerning the emancipation of the Iranian
Baha’i community; to the Committee on
International Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 38: Mr. BASS.
H.R. 89: Mr. NEUMANN.
H.R. 156: Mr. FRAZER, Mr. BLUTE, and Mr.

STEARNS.
H.R. 325: Mr. HOYER.
H.R. 528: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. HALL
of Ohio, Mr. WOLF, Mr. BALLENGER, and Mr.
HALL of Texas.

H.R. 580: Mr. JONES.
H.R. 598: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr.

MINGE, Mr. REED, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and Mr.
QUINN.

H.R. 764: Miss COLLINS of Michigan.
H.R. 789: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 833: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.
H.R. 885: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MANTON, Mr.

NADLER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
OWENS, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
ENGEL, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. WALSH, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
MCINTOSH, and Mr. LAFALCE.

H.R. 924: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 1020: Mr. WAMP, Mr. HOKE, Mr. BATE-

MAN, and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
H.R. 1023: Mr. MCHUGH and Ms. MOLINARI.
H.R. 1133: Ms. DANNER, Mr. SOUDER, and

Mr. HANCOCK.
H.R. 1136: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MILLER of

California, Mr. HORN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. OWENS,
and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.

H.R. 1202: Mr. COBLE and Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 1386: Mr. NEY, Mr. MORAN, and Mr.
COX.

H.R. 1400: Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 1488: Mr. STUMP, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr.

HEFLEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. HAYES, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr.
SPENCE, and Mr. LAUGHLIN

H.R. 1591: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 1662: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.

HEFNER, Mr. JOHNSON of Florida, Mr. BISHOP,
and Mr. NUSSLE.

H.R. 1753: Mr. PICKETT, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
BREWSTER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DICKEY, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. FARR, Mr. FAZIO of California,
Ms. FURSE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
POMBO, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. BAKER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HOEKSTRA,
Mrs. KENNELLY, and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 1776: Mr. ZELIFF, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. PORTMAN.

H.R. 1801: Mr. HASTERT.
H.R. 1818: Mr. HANSEN and Mr. PARKER.
H.R. 1821: Mr. METCALF and Mr. LIVING-
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H.R. 1893: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.

RANGEL, Mr. NEY, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr.
DAVIS.

H.R. 1916: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BEIL-
ENSON, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs. MEY-
ERS of Kansas, Ms. PRYCE, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, and Ms. RIVERS.

H.R. 1956: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr.
PICKETT, Mr. METCALF, and Mr. GILLMOR.

H.R. 1960: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, and Ms. MOLINARI.

H.R. 1970: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr.
ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1974: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 2019: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. FOGLIETTA,

and Mr. PAYNE of Virginia.
H.R. 2072: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina,

Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Mr.
HERGER.

H.R. 2090: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 2144: Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CAMP, Mr. BUR-

TON of Indiana, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Mr. ROE-
MER.

H.R. 2172: Mr. LIGHTFOOT.
H.R. 2179: Mr. KOLBE.
H.R. 2199: Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 2205: Mr. LATHAM, Mrs. MINK of Ha-

waii, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ORTIZ, and
Mr. RIGGS.

H.R. 2270: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. STUMP, Mr. HERGER,
Mr. BAKER of California, and Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland.

H.R. 2277: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr.
ROHRABACHER.

H.R. 2289: Mr. FLANAGAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. WELLER, and Mr.
CLEMENT.

H.R. 2341: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. LIVINGSTON, and Mr.
KOLBE.

H.R. 2364: Mrs. CHENOWETH.
H. Con. Res. 54: Mr. FRANKS of Connecti-

cut.

f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 927
OFFERED BY: MR. WYNN

(Pursuant to the rule, page and line numbers
are to H.R. 2347)

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 22, strike lines 4
through 20 and insert the following:

(a) OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—(1)
Until such time as the President determines
that a transition government in Cuba is in
power, the Secretary of the Treasury should
instruct the United States executive director
to each international financial institution to
use the voice and vote of the United States
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member
of such institution.

(2) Once a transition government in Cuba
is in power, the President is encouraged to
take steps to support the processing of
Cuba’s application for membership in any fi-
nancial institution subject to the member-
ship taking effect at such time as the Presi-
dent deems most likely to facilitate the
transition to a democratically elected gov-
ernment in Cuba.

H.R. 927
OFFERED BY: MR. WYNN

(Pursuant to the rule, page and line numbers
are to H.R. 2347)

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 22, strike line 4
and all that follows through page 23, line 7
and insert the following:

(a) OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—(1)
Until such time as the President determines
that a transition government in Cuba is in
power, the Secretary of the Treasury should
instruct the United States executive director
to each international financial institution to
use the voice and vote of the United States
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member
of such institution.

(2) Once a transition government in Cuba
is in power, the President is encouraged to
take steps to support the processing of
Cuba’s application for membership in any fi-
nancial institution subject to the member-
ship taking effect at such time as the Presi-
dent deems most likely to facilitate the
transition to a democratically elected gov-
ernment in Cuba.

Page 23, line 8, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert
‘‘(b)’’.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 97, after line 12,
add the following:

SEC. 354. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF SAFETY
AND PERFORMANCE BONUSES.

Amounts in the Highway Trust Fund es-
tablished by section 9503 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, and non-Federal funds re-
quired by law as a condition for the receipt
of such amounts, may not be expended for
the payment of a safety or performance
bonus to a contractor.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
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